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THE 
LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Lop. 
HEAD OFFICE: 30, BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER. 





Established 1877. Capital, £200,000. 


This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
HM. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 
MORTGAGE and DEBENTURE INSURANCE. 

The ‘‘ CLIMAX ”’ POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
(apital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 





Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 

R. KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. _ 


PHCENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHCENIX FIRE OFFICE. 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
19, LOMBARD STREET, and 57, CHARING CROSS, LONDON. 
Lowest Current Rates, 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


TMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICE 











NSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenantsinclude a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, 'E.C. 

Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 











ESTABLISHED 1836. 
FUNDS - . . - - ¥°4,400,000 
INCOME - : - : - £600,000 


- £ 2,000,000 
- £ 16,000,000 


YEARLY BUSINESS - - 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrruovur Prorits. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


Age ) Premium 


Age Premium 
40 7: £2 10 °/, 


Age | Premium 
30 | £1 16 */, 


20 | £17 8°, 














£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 


Valuation at 24 p.c.:—Hm. Table of Mortality. 
Duration 10 yrs. 


£1,199 


20 yrs. Be “40 yr0. | 
| Amount of Policy 


g1.438 | £1,724 | £2,067 | 


Full information on application to 
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The Solicitor-General’s Attack on Solicitors. 

WE acre with Sir Jonn Gray Hirt that the perfunctory 
observations made by the Solicitor-General and Sir Roserr 
Rem, K.C., by way of apology for the gross aspersions 
they had cast on the whole body of solicitors were altogether 
inadequate. Their slanders were repeated in probably every 
daily newspaper in the United Kingdom, while their so-called 
retractions would never be noticed. We do not suppose that 
such attacks have ever before occurred, and we should not have 
been sorry to have seen a resolution on the subject passed by 
the recent meeting of the Law Society. Sir Joun Gray Hixx’s 
admirable little speech, however, probably served the purpose. 
How was it, by the way, that the Member of Parliament whe 
had charge of the Council’s amendments to the Public Trustee 
Bill appears to have rather effusively thanked the Solicitor- 
General for his courtesy ? 


The Retiring President. 

Mr. Raw x’s term of office as President has been marked by 
an unusual crop of difficult questions, which in the hands of a 
man of less tact and resolution might have had grave results. 
To mention only some of them, when he took up his office there 
seemed to be a prospect of the creation of a School of Law, but, 
apparently owing to an unfortunate misunderstanding, this was 
rendered for the present impossible, and the appropriation of the 
money available for legal education was, largely owing to his exer- 
tions, satisfactorily settled. Then the serious mistake committed 
by the Council, of treating the meeting of provincial solicitors con- 
vened by the Yorkshire Union of Law Societies as a mere hole- 
and-corner affair, had to be remedied, and, thanks mainly to 
the efforts of the President, this was done. Subsequently there 
arose the question of the right of solicitors to audience before 
the committee of quarter sessions which had to deal with 
licensing questions. As to this, the Council scored a sub- 
stantial success, establishing the right in every borough and in 
forty-two counties. Then came the attempt by the Public 
Trustee Bill enormously to extend the operation of officialism. 
The President at once appreciated the gravity of the position, 
and was unwearied in his efforts to bring the Bill, if it was to 

ass at all, into a more reasonable shape. Here again the 





uncil have been successful in procuring amendments of great 
38 
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importance, though the eminently reasonable view which he 
urged, that the public trustee should be the custodian only, and 
not the administrator, of trust property, has not hitherto been 
accepted by the House of Commons. We think that a great 
debt of gratitude is due to Mr. Rawiz, not merely in respect of 
the matters we have mentioned, but also for the manner in 
which he has devoted so large a part of his time to the work of 
the Law Society. 


Profits or Damages in Passing-off Cases. 


In THE case of Weingarten v. Bayer (22 R. P. O. 341) the 
decision of the House of Lords has, we think, set at rest a 
question of practice as to which a doubt previously prevailed. 
It is well established that in an action for infringement of 
trade-mark the plaintiff is entitled, if successful, to damages or 
an account of profits at his option. Is the rule the same in 
passing-off cases? Weingarten v. Bayer was a passing-off case 
which came on for trial before Joycz, J. He decided in favour 
of the plaintiffs and granted an injunction and, at the plaintiffs’ 
request, an account of profits. The defendants moved to 
vary the minutes of the order by substituting an inquiry as to 
damages for an account of profits. This motion failed (20 
R. P. C. 302). In the Court of Appeal judgment was given 
for the defendants on the merits, but Cozzns-Harpy, L.J., said 
that in any event an account of profits would be wrong in such 
a case and damages alone ought to be given. VAUGHAN 
Wutums, L.J., concurred with these observations as to 
profits. Romer, L.J., said nothing on this point, but in 
an earlier passing-off case of Hodgson v. Kynoch (15 R. P.O. 
476), which came before him when a judge of first instance, 
he refused to the successful plaintiffs an account of profits 
and only gave damages, so that it may be assumed that 
his view on the point was the same as that of the two other 
Lords Justices. On the plaintiff appealing to the House of Lords, 
the House reversed the decision of the Court of Appeal. They 
restored, with a variation, the injunction awarded at the trial ; and 
on the point now under consideration Lord MacnaGuTen said : 
‘* Ever since the case of Edelsten vy. Edelsten (1 De G.J. & 8. 185), 
in 1863, it has been the established rule that a plaintiff succeed- 
ing in a case of this sort may at his option take an inquiry as 
to damages or an inquiry as to profits. I do not see any ground 
for departing from that practice in the present case.” Lord 
LrypiEy concurred with the judgment of Lord Macnacuren. 
Lord Ropgrtson differed from the two other learned judges on 
the merits and agreed with the judgments of the Court of 
Appeal, but said nothing on the point now under consideration. 
Lord Macnacuren’s language quoted above is a little ambiguous, 
but we think his meaning is clear that the rule of practice he 
referred to was an established rule, and that there was no 
ground for abrogating it and setting up another. 


Infants and the Statute of Limitations. 


NorMALty an adverse possession for twelve years—using the 
term ‘‘adverse possession” in its modern sense as any 
possession in favour of which the Statute of Limitations is 
running—is sufficient to extinguish the title of the true owner 
and to vest the fee in the possessor, but under various circum- 
stances this period may be varied, as when the true owner is under 
a recognized disability. Such disabilities have now been, for 
practical purposes, reduced to two—infancy and lunacy, and by 
virtue of these the statutory period may be extended to the 
maximum period of thirty years. It follows, however, from the 
plain language of sections 1 and 3 of the Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1874, that for a disability to operate to extend the 
statutory period it must be in existence when the 
statute commences to run. If the statute has commenced 
to run against A., and upon his death his title devolves 
upon B., an infant, B. cannot now take advantage of his 
infancy as a disability which will suspend the further running 
of the statute. But there is a further possibility of saving 
the infant’s title in the rule that a person entering upon 
the land of an infant is deemed to enter as bailiff, and in 
such a case the possession remains non-adverse, even after the 
infant has attained twenty-one, until something has been done 
to change its character: Hobbs v. Wade (36 W. R. 445, 36 Ch, D. 
558), Tinker v. Rodwell (69 L. T, 591). But though the rule 








oe to a stranger, who enters with notice of the infant’s 
rights ( Young v. Harris, 65 L. T. 445), it seems to be restricted 
to the case of entry after the infant has become entitled, and in 
Garner v. Wingrove (53 W. R. 588) Buoxxey, J., has refused to 
apply it where the stranger was already holding adversely before 
the infant’s title accrued. The nature of his possession has been 
then determined, and it is not altered by a devolution of the true 
title which gives the right of entry to the infant. In such a cage, 
accordingly, the statutory period is complete in twelve years from 
the date when the statute ce to run, and the infant’s rights 
are saved neither by his disability nor by the doctrine which 
turns persons entering on his land into his agents. 


Trial by Court-martial. 


Mr. Batrour is reported to have said in the House of 
Commons on Tuesday, in answer to Sir Jamzs Woopnovsz, that 
he did not think there was a statute providing that an officer 
must be tried by court-martial within three years of his alleged 
offence. Section 161 of the Army Act, 1881, provides that a 
person shall not, in gy gp of that Act, be tried or punished 
for any offence triable by court-martial committed more than 
three years before the date at which his trial begins; but the 
section is not to affect the jurisdiction of a civil court in the case 
of an offence triable by such court as well as by court-martial, 
A further limitation is contained in section 158 (1), which pro- 
vides that where a person has since the commission of an 
offence ceased to be subject to military law, he shall 
not be tried for such offence, except in the case of the 
offence of mutiny, desertion, or fraudulent enlistment, 
unless his trial commences within three months after 
he has ceased to be subject to military law. This section, 
again, does not affect the jurisdiction of a civil court. 
A person may be tried by a civil court notwithstanding that he 
has already been tried, and even punished, by a court-martial 
for the same offence, but in awarding punishment the civil 
court must have regard to any military punishment he may have 
already undergone. On the other hand, where a person has 
been tried by a civil court, he may not, whether acquitted or 
convicted, be tried for the same offence by court-martial (section 
161). By section 41 (4) it is provided that a person subject to 
military law, when in his Majesty’s dominions, may be tried by 
any competent civil court for any offence for which he would be 
triable if he were not subject to military law. It is, therefore, 
evident that, should the War Stores Commission find that any 
person has committed acts amounting to a criminal offence, 
there will be no bar to a prosecution in the civil court by reason 
of any provision in the Army Act. But the Army Act provides, 
not only for the trial and punishment of ordinary criminal 
offences, but also of other purely military offences, which are 
offences only by reason of the fact that the person committing 
them is subject to military law. If the Commission, therefore, 
should find that any such offence has been committed, and if 
by reason of lengthy sittings on the part of the Commission, or 
by any other cause, the period of limitation expires before 4 
court-martial can be summoned, there is no provision for the 
trial of the offender without the special ordinance referred to by 
Mr. Batrour. It is not quite clear to us what form this ordin- 
ance would take, but it is to be hoped that no occasion for it 
will arise. Ex post facto legislation can never be entirely 
satisfactory, and in this instance we do not anticipate its 
necessity. 


Musical Copyright. 


Owners of musical copyright have been robbed in the most 
scandalous way for some years, and the law seems unable to 
help them. An effort was made by the Musical Copyright Act, 
1902, to remedy this state of things, but, as is well known, the 
Act has proved of very little use. It provides that if any 
person sell, or offer for sale, any pirated music, the pirated 
copies may be seized by a constable, and taken before a court of 
summary jurisdiction. The court then, on proof that the copies 
are pirated, may order them to be forfeited or destroyed. It 
has been held, however, by the High Court in Hx parte Francis 
(1903, 1 K. B. 275) that no order can be made for forfeiture 
or destruction unless the person from whom the pirated copies 
have been seized has, by means of a summons, been notified 





July 22, 1905. 


646 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 





July 22, 1905, 








avoided under the rules of 1903, which provide (rules 83-86) for 
the registration, with the consent of the Charity Commissioners, of 
the administering trustees as being trustees for sale under section 
68 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875. But the commissioners are to 
be deemed to be persons whose consent is required to the exer- 
cise of the power of sale, and hence, it would seem, they are 
entitled to have a restriction registered against sale without 
such consent. Rule 85 expressly provides that the 
rules in question shall not apply to land held for 
charitable uses which can be sold without the consent 
of the commissioners. This renders it necessary to inquire 
in any particular case whether charitable property is really 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commissioners; and a decision 
adverse to the jurisdiction has been given by Kexewicn, J., in Re 
An Application by the Church Army (Times, 19thinst.). Primd facie 
all property devoted to charitable purposes forms a charitable 
endowment, and is within the Charitable Trusts Acts, 1853 and 
1855. But section 62 of the Act of 1853, as interpreted by the 
Court of Appeal in Re Clergy Orphan Corporation (43 W. R. 
150; 1894, 3 Ch. 145), exempts voluntary contributions which 
are not specially appropriated by the donor to some specific 
purpose, and which can be applied as income, even though they 
may be invested for the time being. In the present case the 
Church Army is a company formed in 1892 under the Companies 
Acts, 1862 to 1890, limited by guarantee and licensed to be 
registered without the use of the word limited. It has been in 
the habit of soliciting contributions to carry on its work, and 
recently for the special purpose of establishing new central head- 
quarters in the Edgware-road. The donations for this object 
have amounted to some £27,000 and premises have been 
acquired in respect of which the Church Army desired to be 
-Tegistered as proprietors. Their memorandum of association 
gave them the power to purchase and sell land, and it was con- 
tended that the fact of their being a company under the Com- 

anies Acts exempted them from the jurisdiction of the 

harity Commissioners. But Kexewicu, J., declined to 
decide in their favour on this ground. He held, however, 
that, notwithstanding the manner in which the donations had 
been given, they had not been so appropriated to a specific 
object as to take the money out of the control of the Church 
Army. The donors gave it upon the footing of the army having 
the powers of their memorandum of association, and conse- 
quently the application of the moneys to the acquisition of par- 
ticular premises did not forbid the exercise of those powers. 
Hence a sale could be effected under the memorandum 
without reference to the commissioners, and they were not 
entitled to have a restriction placed on the register. The decision 
seems to involve the conclusion that the donations could, if the 
Church Army chose, be applied as income. 


A Bequest to the Law Society. 

‘WE vunpERsTAND that the late Mr. G. J. Brarkenninez, 
solicitor, of Bartlett’s-buildings, Holborn-circus, London, who 
died on the Ist inst., by his will bequeathed to the Law Society 
certain articles of plate, including two silver waiters, a silver 
coffee-pot, tea-pot, sugar basin, cream ewer, two antique silver 
tankards, one plain and one engraved, and an antique grace 
cup. We think the example may well be followed by members 
who desire to express by testamentary disposition their gratitude 
to the society for its efforts in the interests of the profession. 








The commissioners who are inquiring into the War Stores allegations 
have, says the Evening Standard, a dark place in which to set up their search- 
light. e Lord Chancellor’s Court itself may be sufficiently illuminated, 
but the whole block of buildings, the great Law Courts themselves, which 
every visitor goes to see and toadmire, is a dreadfully dark and suffocating 
ae The architecture itself is noble in design, but the plan of the 

uilding is a nightmare. The superstitious might argue that ill-luck 
should attend the courts, seeing that the building was inaugurated by a 
failure. Queen Victoria was present personally to declare the building 
open. But that nervousness, which she never understood in others, of 
which in herself she was never able to get the better on a great public 
occasion, had the upper hand here. Everything had followed in due 
course until the moment in which the Queen should express the formal 
sentence ne the courts. She could not get her nerves under com- 
mand, but beckoned Sir William Harcourt to her side, and whispered in his 


ear. The Squire of Malwood faced the crowded and brilliant audience, 
and simply stated that he had the Queen’s commands to declare the 
building open. 








———— 


The Position of Jointures and 
Portions under the Settled 
Land Acts. 


Tue decision of Swivren Eapy, J., in Re Marshall's Settlement 
(Zimes, 17th inst.), with respect to the effect of jointures and 
portions in creating a settlement under the Settled Land Acts ig 
at once interesting and important. It is singular that those 
Acts, which were part of a scheme for simplifying conveyancing, 
and which in fact have largely removed the fetters on settled 
land, should nevertheless have raised technical questions which 
are as subtle as any in the old law. One part of the present deci- 
sion seems to follow without difficulty from the principles already 
established by the judgments of Sriruine, J., in Re Marquis of 
Ailesbury and Lord Iveagh (41 W. R. 644; 1893, 2 Ch. 345) and 
of the Court of Appeal in Re Mundy and Roper’s Contract (47 
W. R. 226; 1899, 1 Ch. 275)—that is, that in order to constitute 
a settlement it is not necessary that there should be estates of 
freehold limited to different persons in succession; it is 
sufficient that the interest to be taken in succession is a 
rent-charge or a term to secure a charge of portions, 
The other point—that a tenant for life with remainder to him- 
self in fee, subject to a jointure rent-charge and a portions term 
to take effect on his death—is a tenant for life within the mean- 
ing of the Acts—is, perhaps, not so clear. 

By a marriage settlement, made in 1862, the husband assured 
certain lands to the use of himself for life, with remainder to 
the use that, if his wife should survive him, she should receive 
a jointure of £400 a year during her life, reducible to £200 a 
year on her re-marriage, with powers of distress and re-entry, 
and subject thereto to the use of trustees for a term of 100 
years, to commence from the death of the husband, to 
secure £5,000 for portions for the children of the marriage, 
and, subject to the jointure and to the portions term, to the 
husband, his heirs and assigns. There was thus a fee simple 
estate in the husband interrupted only by the jointure and the 
portions terms which were to take effect upon his death. The 
question for the court was whether the husband had the powers 
of a tenant for life, so as to be able to sell the settled land without 
obtaining the release of the jointure and the portions term. 

The effect of the two earlier cases mentioned above appears 
to be that such interests create a settlement whether they come 
before or after the limitation of the freehold estates. For the 
definition of ‘‘ settlement” it is necessary to turn to section 2 
(1) of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and it is there enacted that 
any instrument or any number of instruments under which land 
‘stands for the time being limited to or in trust for any persons 
by way of succession” creates asettlement. In Re Marquis of 
Ailesbury and Lord Iveagh (supra) it was held that jointure rent- 
charges preceding the first estate of freehold were interests 
creating a succession, and that consequently the instruments 
under which they arose constituted part of the compound settle- 
ment. We refer to the two jointure rent-charges of Mania 
Marchioness of ArEespury. These were created in 1833 and 
1836 under powers contained in the settlements of 1796 and 
1826. For the subsequent interests in the settlement it is only 
necessary to refer to resettlements of 1863 and 1885. By that 
of 1863 the Savernake estate was limited to the use of the third 
marquis for life, with remainder to his eldest son Gzorcr J. B. 
Bruvos for life, with remainder to uses for securing a jointure of 
£3,000 a year to his wife—afterwards Lady Everyn RmpeLi— 
with remainder to the first son of G. J. B. Bruce in tail 
male. G. J. B. Bruce died in 1868, leaving an only son, 
who became the fourth marquis. By the resettlement of 1885 
the land was limited to the use of the third marquis for 
life, in restoration of his former life esfate under the deed of 
1863, with remainder to the fourth marquis. In 1886 the third 
marquis died. Thus, in 1892, when the effect of the deeds had 
to be considered, the interests were: The jointure rent-charges 
of the Marchioness Marra created under the deeds of 1796 and 
1826, the jointure rent-charge of Lady Evztyn Rpzt1, created 
by the deed of 1863, and the life estate of the fourth marquis, 
created by the deed of 1885. 

According to section 2 (4) of the Act of 1882, which reproduces 
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a rule first enacted by 27 & 28 Vict. c. 45, s. 3, for the purpose 
of the Settled Estates Acts, the determination of the question 
whether land is settled land is governed by the state of the 
facts and the limitations of the settlement at the time of the 
settlement taking effect. Where the settlement consists only 
of a single deed, the rule refers, of course, to the date of such 
deed taking effect. In the case of a “compound settlement ” its 
application is not so obvious, inasmuch as the settlement takes 
effect from time to time at different dates. But in Re Marquis 
of Ailesbury and Lord Iveagh Srreuive, J., held the date of the 
last deed of the series—the deed of 1885—was to be taken 
as the critical date. ‘ No instrument,” he said, ‘of later 
date has created limitations of the Savernake estate by way of 
succession, and I think that, according to section 2 (4) of the Act, 
the question whether the estate is settled land for the purposes 
of the Act must be determined as on that date.” The 
critical date, then, was 1885, and in that year it was 
necessary to go back to the deeds of 1796 and 1826 for the 
purpose of explaining the existence in the settlement of the 
jointures of £1,000 and £500, though for the life estate of the 
third marquis and the jointure of Lady Evztyn RmpE tt it was 
necessary to go back only to the deed of 1863. Srirune, J., 
had no difficulty in going back to the deed of 1863 for the 
purpose of constituting the compound settlement and in holding 
that the fourth marquis in 1892 could sell free from the jointure 
of £3,000. But the learned judge went further back, and also 
held that the existence in 1885 of the prior rent-charges of 
£1,000 and £500 brought the earlier deeds into the compound 
settlement. All the interests, as well rent-charges as life estates, 
existing in 1885 were interests existing by way of succession 
under the whole series of deeds, and consequently the compound 
settlement consisted of all these deeds from 1796 to 1885, and 
the fourth marquis as the tenant for life could sell free from all 
the jointure rent-charges. It should be added that the life estate 
of the third marquis was first created by a deed of 1837, under 
a power contained in the deed of 1826. 

This statement of the limitations in Re Marquis of Ailesbury and 
Lord Iveagh( supra), if correct, justifies what has been already said as 
to the effect of the decision. A jointure rent-charge is an interest 
in land which is to be taken into account in determining whether 
land is ‘‘limited to or in trust for any persons by way of suc- 
cession”? within the meaning of section 2 (1) of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882. But the meaning of this phrase received 
consideratior also in the Court of Appeal in Re Mundy and Roper’s 
Contract (supra). By a settlement of 1861 C.F. Munoy took an 
estate in remainder for life with power to create a jointure of 
£500 and portions of £8,000 and to secure these by terms of 
years. By a deed of 1865 the jointure was created and the 
portions charged, and these were secured by the creation of terms 
of 300 and 1,000 years respectively. In 1882 the life estate of 
C. F. Munpy fell into possession, and by a disentailing deed and 
a resettlement of 1889 he took a life estate, not expressed 
to be in restoration of his former life estate. In 1897 
the £8,000 had not been raised, and C. F. Munpy claimed 
to sell as tenant for life under the compound settlement 
constituted by the deeds of 1861, 1865, and 1889, free from the 
jointure and portions. It was objected, however, that, since his 
previous life estate had not been restored, he took only under 
the deed of 1889, and that there were no interests subsisting 
under the earlier deeds which would constitute a settlement. 
This, of course, was upon the assumption that land is not held 
in settlement merely in consequence of the existence of rent- 
charges and portions. 

The Court of Appeal, however, declined to limit in this way 
the definition of “settlement” contained in the Act of 1882. 
“The right interpretation of the words ‘stands for the time 
being limited to or in trust for any persons by way of succes- 
sion,’” said Curry, L.J., who spoke also for Linptey, L J., “is 
& critical point in this case. The words have no technical 
foree. I see no sufficient reason for restricting their 
meaning. I think that according to the natural and ordinary 
meaning of the words they include the case of a jointress and 
portions for younger children limited to arise on or after the 
death of a tenant for life and to the terms of years limited to 
trustees to secure them. The jointress and the portioners take 
an interest in the land, and they succeed to these interests in the 


land on or after the death of the tenant for life. It is quite 
correct in point of law to set out among the limitations to whi 
the land stands limited the limitations in favour of the jointress 
and the portioners and the terms for securing them, and this is 
often done by conveyancers.” The result, consequently, as stated 
by Curry, L.J., was that the land stood limited to O. F. Munpy 
for life, and after his death to the use of his wife for her rent- 
charge, and for the portioners, with their respective terme, by 
way of succession, within the meaning of the definition con- 
tained in section 2 (1) of the Act of 1882, and that the 
settlement consisted of the deeds of 1861, 1865, and 1889; and 
he pointed out that this was in accordance with the decision of 
Srra.ine, J., in Re Marquis of Ailesbury and Lord Iveagh (supra), 
and in particular he referred to that decision as it affected the 
rent-charges for £1,000 and £500. ‘‘The Marchioness Marra 
was one of the persons taking under the series of deeds, although 
she did not take by way of succession to the vendor ”’—that ir, to 
the fourth marquis. And the same principle was applied to 
annuities generally by FarweEtt, J., in Re Phillimore (52 W. R. 
682; 1904, 2 Ch. 460). 

The result of the two cases above examined is that jointure rent- 
charges and portion terms constitute interests which are to be 
taken into account when determining whether the land is in 
settlement, and if at the date fixed in accordance with section 2 
(4) the land is subject to such interests, whether they are prior or 
subsequent to the regular freehold limitations, the land is settled 
land, and if there is a tenant for life, or a person who 
has the powers of a tenant for life, he can sell the 
land under the statutory power free from such interests. In 
the present case of Re Marshall’s Settlement the jointure rent- 
charge, and the portions with the term which secured them, were 

ostponed to the life estate in the settlor, and separated it from 

is remainder in fee. There was, therefore, in accordance with 
the above authorities; a settlement of the land. But there 
remained the question whether the settlor was tenant for life. 
This depended on whether he fell within the definition of section 
2 (5)—that is, whether he was “ beneficially entitled to possession 
of the settled land for life.” Swrvren Eapy, J., held that he was, 
upon the ground that the jointress and portioners would succeed 
to their interests on the death of the settlor, and that the 
trustees of the portions term would then become entitled to the 
term in possession. . 

But it is respectfully submitted that thie ascribes too much 
importance to the jointure and portions term as affecting the 
possession of the land. The jointure, so long as it is paid, does 
not interfere with the possession, and gives no interest con- 
current with that of the person entitled to possession. Upon 
this ground Srreuine, J., held in Re Marquis of Ailesbury and 
Lord Iveagh (supra) that Lady Evetyn Rippett had not a con- 
current estate in respect of her jointure with the fourth marquis. 
And itis the same with the portions term. So long as the securi 
is not enforced the freeholder is entitled to sole possession, It 
would seem, then, that in Re Marshall's Settlement the settlor had 
more than a mere life estate. He had an immediate estate in 
fee, subject, indeed, to certain interests to arise on his death 
which created a succession, but which did not interfere 
necessarily with the ion of his heir or devisee. It is to 
be noticed that in Re Mundy and Roper’s Contract (supra) VavGHAN 
Wits, L.J., hesitated as to the result upon the ground that, 
as soon as there was no charge upon the fee except jointures and 
portions, the land could not be regarded as settled, the idea 
apparently being that the owner under such circumstances could 
not sell as tenant for life. In Re Bective (27 L. R. Ir., p. 369) 
it was pointed out that the land might continue to be settled 
pA adh there would be no tenant for life. We should have 
thought that such would be the result in Re Marshall's Settlement, 
but Swinren Eapy, J., has held the contrary, and under the 
circumstances of the settlement the settlor is able to exercise the 
powers of a tenant for life. 








The treasurer (the Lord Chief Justice) and the benchers of Lincoln’s-inn 
gave a ball to the members of that society and their friends on the 14th 
inst., when there were about 800 persons present. The hall was converted 


into a ball-room, which was profusely with flowers, pe ae peg 
floor was laid down for dancing purposes. The library was utilized as a 





supper-room and the terrace overlooking the gardens was transformed 
jnto a promenade, with buffet, lounge, and other rooms attached. 
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The Legislative Forces of the 
Nineteenth Century. 


Mr. DicEy’s recently published work* on the relation between law 
and public opinion is a very interesting and valuable contribution to 

litics on its non-party side. The book is founded upon a course of 
lectures delivered to the students of the Harvard Law School in 1898, 
which were reconsidered and rewritten for delivery at Oxford, 
and the result is to place before the reader a clear and dis- 
passionate account of the forces which have really affected the 
course of legislation during the last hundred years Mr. Dicky 
emphasizes the close and immediate connection which in modern 
England exists between public opinion and legislation, and also the 
gradual nature of the changes which take place in that opinion. 
“Any fundamental change of convictions,” he says, ‘‘ which 
inevitably affects legislation in all directions has, in England at 
least, always gone on slowly and gradually, and has been in this 
respect like the gradual rising of the tide.” 

And he‘is careful to point out that a change of conviction does 
not depend primarily upon reason. A new idea is started, indeed, 
in the first instance by a man of originality and genius, and is 
taken up by his followers. But before it can be effective, it 
must impress itself upon the slower minds of statesmen who will 
win for it — support. ‘Success in converting mankind to 
a new faith, whether religious, economical, or politica), depends but 
slightly upon the strength of the reasoning by which the faith can be 
defended, or even on the enthusiasm of its adherents. A change of 
belief arises, in the main, from the occurrence of circumstances which 
incline the majority of the world to hear with favour theories which, 
at one time, men of common sense derided as absurdities, or distrusted 
as paradoxes.” And this is aptly illustrated by the history of the 
doctrine of free trade. The reasons in its favour, Mr. DicEy points 
out, never have been, nor will, from the nature of things, be mastered 
by the majority of any people. Protection seems to benefit imme- 
diately each man’s business, and it requires an intellectual effort to see 
that itis opposed to the interests of men collectively. The actual accept- 
ance of free trade in England was due to the opportuneness of the time. 
Circumstances produced a revolution in national policy which had 
been advocated by men of reason for years, but which mere reason 
would never have effected. Mr. Dicky uses this as an illustration, 
but he naturally forbears from shewing its bearing upon the present 
revival of protectionist doctrine. 

The question is raised at the beginning of the book, whether democ- 
racy is really responsible for the great changes which characterized 
the nineteenth century, but Mr. Diczry sees no reason for associating 
democracy as such with any special line of legislative reform. In 
—e the transference of political power to the people 

oes not lead to that abolition of privilege which might 
be expected. ‘‘ Democracy in modern England has shewn a 
singular tolerance, not to say admiration, for the kind of social 
inequalities involved in the existence of the Crown and of a 
hereditary and titled peerage; a cynic might even suggest that the 
easy working of modern English constitutionalism proves how 
beneficial may be in practice the result of democracy tempered by 
snobbishness.” Such a cynic would be disappointed at the slowness 
with which democracy takes advantage of its power to level class 
distinctions. But it is exactly this fact which, from a party point of 
view, has justified the ‘‘ leap in the dark” taken by the Conservatives 
in 1866. ‘‘Democracy in England,” says Mr. Dicey, “has to a 
great extent inherited the traditions of the aristocratic govern- 
ment, of which it is the heir.” It is not on the side of 
equality, but both in the political and in the religious sphere, 
it looks with indifference on inequalities which might well have 
been expected to provoke attack. The most singular instance of this 
is Mr. DicEy’s assertion that ‘‘the Established Church is more 
influential and more popular in 1904 than it was in 1830, and the 
influence of Nonconformists is, under the democratic constitution of 
to-day, apparently less considerable than was the influence some sixty 
or seventy years ago of what was then called the Dissenting interest. 
English democracy, in short, whilst caring somewhat for religious 
freedom, exhibits indifference to religious equality.” That is the 
statement of an impartial observer, however unpalatable it may be to 
many who are interested in current controversies. 

The mere advance of democracy, then, does not account for the 
development of legislation in any particular direction, and Mr. Dicey 
has to look further for the reasons which underlie the varying 
legislative course of the last century. He divides it into three 

iods: (1) The period of Old Toryism or Legislative Quiescence 
pind (2) the period of Benthamism or Individualism (1825- 
1870); and (3) the period of Collectivism (1865-1900). The first 





wn ion od the —— ig ny in -_ —_ ang - England during the 
ineteent . By A. V. Dicey, K.C., B.C.L., Vinerian Professor of English . 
Macmillan & Oo. (Limited): 3 Pie ee 5 








riod was the age when men, frightened by the lesson of French 
Ta acobinism, were content to preserve unimpaired the constitution and 
the laws which BLACKSTONE had taught them were the acme of 
human wisdom. But though the Legislature was in this period in 
the main inactive, the period was not entirely without fruit. ‘‘ The 
Blackstonian era was, in comparison with the past, an age of 
philanthropy,” and this was shown by the prohibition of the slave 
trade (1806), as well as by measures, such as the partial abolition of 
the pillory (1816), and the abolition of the whipping of women (1820), 
which began the great amelioration of the criminal law. __ 

Mr. Dicey identifies the real commencement of legislative reform 
with the name of BENTHAM, and to the recognition of the principles 
which he had enunciated fifty years before he ascribes the rapid 
changes in the law which characterized the second period He quotes 
the words of BRouGHAM published in 1838 and says they strike the 
right note: ‘‘ The age of law reform and theage of JEREMY BENTHAM 
are one and the same. He is the father of the most important 
of all the branches of reform, the leading and ruling department of 
human improvement”; that is, he first exposed the defects in the 
English system of jurisprudence, and though the result was slow, yet 
it came. Witness the reform which in 1851 enabled the parties to an 
action to give evidence, But it was not in jurisprudence only that 
his influence was felt. It was even more in social legislation, and 
Mr. Dicey finds in the bold application of the principle of utility 
the foundation of the individualism which was the faith of the great 
reformers of the middle of the last century. True, the right 
aim of legislation was the promotion of the greatest happiness of the 
greatest number, but it had also to be remembered that every person 
was in the main, and as a general rule, the best judge of his own 
happiness. ‘‘ Legislative utilitarianism,” says Mr. Dicky, “is 
nothing else than systematized individualism, and individualism has 
always found its natural home in England.” With this application 
of utilitarianism he associates many familiar names—philosophic 
Radicals like GrorE, RoEBUCK, and MoLEsSworTH; Whig statesmen 
like BRouGHAM, RUSSELL, and Macautay. Nor was Benthamism 
the monopoly of the Liberals. The new doctrines that were in the air 
in 1830 and afterwards affected politicians of both parties. People 
in those days were individualists and not socialists. Laissez faire 
was the current doctrine, and the State had done its duty when it 
provided efficient protection for person and property. Benthamite 
legislation was in favour of individual liberty and its great object 
was to remove all fetters on that liberty, and to promote the ready 
distribution of property and simplicity in judicial procedure. 

But individualism, however philosophically grounded, did not 
meet the needs of social life, and even in the Benthamite period 
collectivism was forcing its way to the front. One of the most 
interesting of Mr. Dicry’s lectures is that in which he traces the 
revolution in social and political belief which has displaced in- 
dividualism and introduced the modified form of socialism which he 
classes as collectivism. The first battle ground was in the factory 
legislation, identified with the name of the late Lord SHAFTESBURY, 
whom Mr. Dicky describes as ‘‘the ideal Tory humanitarian.” 
Against him he had statesmen of all schools—PEEL, GLADSTONE, 
O’ConNELL, BROUGHAM, BRIGHT, but he triumphed, and no one 
thinks of questioning the legislation now embodied in the Factory 
and Workshop Act, 1901. ‘‘The factory movement introduced 
socialistic enactments into the law of England, and gave prestige 
and authority to the ideas of collectivism.” So late as 1878 
Fawcett protested with vigour against restrictions imposed 
by the Factory Acts on the liberty of women, but 
he was then only “the brave defender of a lost cause.” Since 
that time collectivism has triumphed all along the line, and 
the State, instead of leaving the individual to work out his own 
salvation, now interferes everywhere to protect him from the pressure 
of others and to ensure something like equality of advantages. Mr. 
Dicry’s treatment in this respect of the trade union legislation will 
well repay perusal (pp. 246-272), but it opens up too large a subject 
for us to touch on here. Most prominent in legislation which 
aims at securing equalization of advantages are the Elementary 
Education Acts, but Mr. Dicry’s survey includes much else, 
such as the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, municipal trading, 
and Conciliation Acts. And he looks to no immediate limit to 
legislation of this nature. ‘‘The force of collectivism is, we all 
instinctively feel, not spent; it is not, to all appearance, even on the 
decline. . . Modern individualists are thegaselves generally on 
some points socialists. The inner logic of events leads, then, to the 
extension and the development of legislation which bears the impress 
of collectivism.”’ Even Lord BRAMWELL, Mr. Dicey reminds us, came 
to write to a friend, ‘“‘ I am something of a socialist.” 

We have no space left to deal with the very interesting lecture 
on ‘‘Ccunter-currents and Cross-currents of Legislative Opinion, 
which is concerned mainly with the singular manner in which the 
Church of England has succeeded in maintaining its influence; 
or that on “Judicial Legislation,” in which Mr. Dicgy shews 
how the equitable doctrine of separate property at first 
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retarded and then profoundly influenced the change ia the law 
of married women’s property ; or the concluding lecture in which he 
traces the effect of modern opinion on colonial matters and the growth 
of “imperialism.” The book is not intended to give satisfaction to 
the party politician, but it throws invaluable light upon the real 
trend of legislation. 








Reviews. 
Children. 


THE Law RELATING TO CHILDREN: A SHORT TREATISE ON THE 
PERSONAL STATUS OF CHILDREN, INCLUDING THE COMPLETE TEXT 
OF THE PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO CHILDREN AcT, 1904, AND 
OF ALL STATUTES OR SECTIONS OF STATUTES RELATING TO THE 
PROTECTION OF CHILDREN. WITH NOTES AND Forms. By 
W. CLARKE HAtt, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. SECOND EpITIon. By 
the Author and Czcm, W. Littey, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited), 

The law, both judge-made and statutory, has in modern times 
very considerably ameliorated the rule which made the father’s 
wishes absolute with regard to the custody and education of his 
children. The Court of Chancery first interfered to place restric- 
tions upon the father’s rights where this was necessary in 
the true interests of the child, and, as the rules of equity 
now prevail, the High Court in all its divisions is able to act 
upon the same principle, Moreover, the rights of the mother, upon 
the father’s death, have been extended by the Guardianship of Infants 
Act, 1886, and even during his life the court has power under the 
same statute to make such order as it thinks fit regarding the custody 
of an infant ‘‘ having regard to the welfare of the infant, and to the 
conduct of the parents, and to the wishes as well of the mother 
as the father.” This gradual change in the law is clearly 
expounded by Mr. Clarke Hall m his first chapter, and 
references are given to the numerous recent cases, such as Re 
Ethel Browne (13 Q. B. D. 614), Smart v. Smart (1892, A. C. 454), 
and Re A. and B. (1897, 1 Ch. 786), in which the principles of 
the statutory changes have been developed. A different branch of the 


subject is dealt with by the recent statutes which have been passed 
for the protection of children, notably, the Criminal Law Amendment 
Act, 1885, and the various Prevention of Cruelty to Children Acts 


which are now consolidated in the Act of 1904. These last statutes 
have been largely due to the efforts of Lord Alverstone, to whom the 
present work is dedicated. The statutes are concisely explained in 
Part I., and are given in full with annotations in Part II. The book 
ae found to be a full and useful guide in questions relating to 
children. 





Motor-cars. 


THe Law AFrrecTinG Moror-cars. By Wii1i4y Luvocas, Barrister- 
at-Law, and ALBERT C. CRANE, Solicitor. Reeves & Turner; 
William A. Standring. 


This little book sets out in a compact form the enactments and 
statutory regulations affecting motor-cars, and the storage and use of 
petroleum for the purposes of light locomotives. These provisions 
are contained in the appendices, which, with the index, form, in our 
opinion, the most useful part of the work. The chapters contained 
in the budy of the book are for the most part summaries of the law 
which is more definitely stated in the appendices, but they also con- 
tain much information which the motorist would do well to lay to 
heart, as to the general law affecting the use and abuse of highways, 
negligence in driving, and kindred matters. 





Books of the Week. 


The English Reports. Volume LIII.: Rolls Court VI., containing 
Beavan, vols. 23 to 26. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

Index of Cases Judicially Noticed, 1865-1904; containing Every 
Case Cited in Judgments Reported in the Law Reports from the 
Commencement of their Publication in 1865 to the End of 1904, as 
also a Statement of the Manner in Which Each Case is Dealt With 
in Its Place of Citation. By A. N. Kant, M.A., B.L. William 
Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

Handbook of the Law Society. Published by Authority of the 
Council of the Law Society. 

A Manual of the Law of Flats. By G. Sr. Leger DAnIELs, 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Estates Gazette (Limited). 

Suggestions on the Valuation of Real and Leasehold Estates for 
Estate Duty. By Cuartes H. Picken, Author of The Practitioner’s 
Probate Manual, Second Edition. Waterlow & Sons Limited). 
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pellate Jurisdiction of the. House of Lords and of the Full 
Parliament. By J. W. Gorpon, Barrister-at-Law. John Murray. 

The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir FREDERICK PoLLock, 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. July, 1905. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


Proof of Domicil in Divorce Cases. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to your observations under Current Topics in the 
current issue of the JOURNAL, as to ‘‘ Proof of Domicil in Divorce 
Cases,” I think you may like to have your attention called to the 
later remarks of Mr. Justice Deane on the question as to the 
‘“*instructious”’ from the Lord Chancellor. 

When the case came before him for final decision, as to the decree 
to be made, he corrected the use by him of the word “ instructions,” 
which he said was inapplicable and wrong, and explained that only 
representations as to the necessity for special care in regard to proof 
of domicil had been made to the judges, &c. 

This is reported in the Times of the 2nd of June, on p. 3, the case 
being Livingstone v. Livingstone. FREDK. KINCH, 

Lonsdale Chambers, 27, Chancery-lane, London, July 19. 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Debenture—Floating Oharge—Receiver on Ground of Jeopardy. 
—The appointment of a receiver of assets of a company at the 
instance of the debenture-holders—although no principal or interest 
is actually due, and the security is not yet enforceable according to the 
terms of it—on the ground of jeopardy to the security by such an 
event as threatened winding-up or execution issued, has for some 
years been an everyday occurrence. It occurred to one judge lately 
that such appointments were unjust to the execution creditor, but on 
carefully considering the reasons for making such appointments, and 
the many authorities on the subject (now conveniently collected in the 
report of the case before him), he was unable to find a flaw, and, 
somewhat reluctantly, followed the practice.—RE LONDON PRESSED 
HincE Co. (Buckley, J., March 4) (1905, 1-Ch. 576). 


Share—Effect of Proving in Shareholder's Bankruptcy for 
Uncalled Liability on the Shares.—It was practically assumed in 
Re McMahon (1900, 1 Ch. 173), that where a going company proved 
against the estate of a deceased shareholder for the estimated value 
of future calls on his shares, the proof and receipt of dividend were 
equivalent to payment. In a recent case, now on its way to the 
Court of Appeal, it was contended that proof by a going company 
in the bankruptcy of a shareholder for the estimated value of the 
future calls upon his shares, and receipt of a dividend less than 20s. 
in the pound, did not make the shares fully paid, although the 
liability on them was gone. If the shares had been paid up in law, 
the trustee in the bankruptcy could have claimed, in the subsequent 
winding up of the company, a share in its surplus assets. ‘‘ The 
person liable as a contributory must discharge himself in that 
character before he can set up that, as a creditor [of the company] 
he is entitled to receive anything; and @ fortiori, before he can set 
up that, as a contributory, he is entitled to receive anything.”— 
Rowe’s TRusTEE’s Ciarm (Buckley, J., March 28) (1905, 1 Ch. 597). 








Mr. Justice Wills completed twenty-one years’ service on the bench this 
week, having been appointed in July, 1884. 


Mr. W. Hume-Williams, K.C., the new recorder of Norwich, was, says 
the Daily Mail, welcomed at the quarter sessions on Monday by the mayor 
and sheriff, the latter stating that the list of Norwich recorders extended 
over five centuries, including Edward Coke, afterwards Lord Chief Justice 
of England. Replying, the recorder said that it was an ancient office with 
historic associations, but he hoped to be spared the fate of one of his 
predecessors, Recorder Jermy, who was murdered near Norwich half a 
century ago. 


The Chief Justice of New Zealand, Sir Robert Stout, says the Wellington 
correspondent of the Zimes, sitting in chambers, on the 15th inst., con- 
demned the Privy Council as the Supreme Court of Appeal for the Empire. 
He said he was surprised that the Colonies end that cases should be 
pending for two or three years before an appellate tribunal which sat 
thousands of miles away, and whose judges looked on the Privy Council 
only as an institution for a stray exercising of their judicial functions. It 
was a matter for the Legislature, said the Chief J , to decide whether 
the whole industrial and commercial life of the Colonies should be subject 
to appeal to the Privy Council. 
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Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


FRANCIS WALTON & CO. v. TOPAKYAN, KEVORKIAN, AND MARLER. 
No.1. 14th July. 


Practice—Jomt Desrors—Sicninc JupemMent Acarnst Onz Joint Destor 
—R. 8. C. XIV. 5. 


The plaintiffs in this action, on the 18th of August, 1904, issued the 
writ, which was specially indorsed as follows: ‘‘ The plaintiffs’ claim is 
£337 18s. 4d. for work and labour done for and at the request of the 
defendants for advertising the wrestling competition at the Royal Albert 
Hall, Kensington-gore, on the 2nd of July, 1904.’’ The writ was duly 
served on, and an appearance duly entered for, each of the three defend- 
ants. The plaintiffs proceeded underord.14,r.1. The plaintiffs’ affidavit 
did not disp. the primd facie implication raised by the indorsement of 
the writ, that the defendants were being sued as joint debtors. In response 
to the said affidavit the defendants Kevorkian and Marler filed affidavits, 
but the defendant Topakyan took no further part in the proceedings. 
Upon the hearing of the summons the masier gave leave to sign judgment 
against Topakyan, but gave leave to the other two defendants to defend 
the action. Under that order the plaintiffs did sign judgment against 
Topakyan. The plaintiffs obtained judgment in the court below, and the 
defendants appealed. On the hearing of the appeal counsel took the pre- 
liminary point that, the plaintiffs having signed judgment against one of 
the jomt debtors, no further proceedings could be taken against the 
other joint debtors. Ord. 14, r. 5, which allowed a plaintiff to sign 
judgment under order 14 against one defendant without prejudice to his 
right to proceed with his action against any other detendant, did 
not apply to joint debtors. As far as joint debtors were concerned 
the or laid down in King v. Hoare (13 M. & W. 494) and 
Kendall vy. Hamilton (4 App. Cas. 504) remained unchanged. The 
question had arisen within recent years in the case of Morel Brothers 
v. Earl of Westmoreland (1903, 1 K. B. 64), which went to the House of 
Lords. [Romer, L.J.—That case does not assist very much, because in 
the House of Lords Lord Davey and Lord Robertson both reserve their 
opinions in resp-ct to this very point.] [Cottiss, M.R.—Order 14 is in 
one sense only an interlocutory proceeding, because the action goes on, 
but in special circumstances final judgment can be signed, and for that 
reason the rule provides that it shall not prejudice the plaintiff’s rights to 
proceed against another defendant.] The recent case of McLeod v. Powell 
(1898, 2 Ch. 295) is precisely the same as this. One joint defendant 
allowed judgment to be signed against him, and it was held to be a bar to 
further proceedings against other joint debtors. [Co11ixs, M.R.—The 

i were not under order 14. The Legislature has laid down that 
in special circumstances a special rule shall apply. Where those circum- 
stances are not present the general law applies. If you will look at the 
judgment in the case cited, you will find again that the court reserved its 
opinion on the question whether judgment signed under ord. 14, r. 5, 
would be a bar. | 

Tue Court (Cottivs, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) held that 

e prelimi objection could not be maintained. Proceedings under 
order 14 now constituted an exception to the general law.—Covunss1, 
Warren ; Hohler and C. M. Pitman. Soxicrtors, Valpy, Peckham, § Chaplin ; 
T. H. Wood- Roberts. 

[Reported by Maurice N. Davcques, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BROWN v. HAIG AND OXLEY. Kekewich, J. 8th July. 


Pracrice—Summons ror Drrections—Furrner Security ror Costs— 
ArpuicaTion Avrgk Txiat—Orper Rervsep—R. 8. C. XXX. 1, 2,5; 
LXV. 6. 


This was an application by each of the two defendants in the above action 
for an order that the plaintiff might be ordered to give further security 
for their costs, and the question raised was as to whether such an order 
could be made upon a summons for directions under order 30, an order 
having been made when the action came on for trial for an account to be 
taken by an official referee. The action was brought by the plaintiff for a 
declaration of partnership and to have an account taken of all the dealings 
and transactions in connection with the partnership which he alleged 
existed between himself and the defendants in respect of certain conces- 
poets ae by the Egyptian and Soudan Government for prospecting 
for minerals and precious stones, and which were referred to in a certain 
letter dated the 13th of September, 1901, signed and sealed by the defend- 
ant Haig, and which was in the following terms: ‘‘ Gentlemen,—It is 
understood between us that the concessions [ hold from the Egyptian and 
Soudan Government for exclusive prospecting at this date are held by ‘me 
for myself and yourselves, and that all profite arising in connection with 
the sale or other dealing with the said two concessions shall be divided into 
three equal s—one for myself, one for A. K. Brown, and one for 
J. O. Oxley.—Yours faithfully, G. O. Haig.’’ The plaintiff was resident 
out of the jurisdiction, and on the llth of April, 1905, Kekewich, J, 
made an order directing the plaintiff to give further security for costs to 
each of the two defendants. The action came on for hearing on the 24th 
of May and the 8th of June, no witnesses were heard, but the plaintiff 
admitted that he was bound to contribute one equal third part 
of expenditure in connection with the concessions mentioned 
in ithe letter set out above, and Joyce, J., ordered that it be 





referred to the official referee to take an account of all the dealings 
and transactions in connection with the concessions before mentioned, and 
the official referee was to be at liberty to report to the court specially upon 
any point arising on the account. And it was also ordered that the further 
consideration of the action be adjourned, and any question as to costs be 
reserved with liberty to the parties to apply as they may be advised. Both 


defendantsthen gave notice that they intended toapply for further directions 
in the action, under ord. 30, r. 5—viz., that the plaintiff be ordered to give 
further security for the costs of both defendants in respect of the proceed. 
ings before the official referee. The summonses were adjourned into 
court on the question as to whether such an application could be made on 
a summons for directions after the trial had taken place and order made 
for an account to be taken by the official referee. Order 30 of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court provides as follows: Rule 1. ‘‘ (2) Except in the cases 
mentioned in paragraph (@) the plaintiff in every action shall take out a 
summons for directions returnable in not less than four days; (b) such 
summons shall be taken out after appearance and before the plaintiff takes 
any fresh step in the action other than application for an injunction, or for 
a receiver, or the entering of judgment in default of defence under order 
27.”” Rule 2. ‘‘ Upon the hearing of the summons the court ora judge shall, 
so far as practicable, make such order as may be just with respect to all 
the proceedings to be taken in the action, and as to the costs thereof, and 
more particularly with respect to the following matters: Pleadings, 
particulars, admissions, discovery, interrogatories, inspection of docu- 
ments, inspection of real or personal property, commissions, examination 
of witnesses, place and mode of trial. Such order shall be in the form 
No. 44, Appendix K, with such variations as circumstances may require,” 
Rule 5. ‘* Any application subsequent to the original summons and before 
judgment for any directions as to any interlocutory matter or thing by any 
party shall be made under the summons by two clear days’ notice to the 
other party stating the ground of the application.” Ord. 65, r. 6. ‘‘ Inany 
cause or matter in which security for costs is required, the security 
shall be for such amount, and be given at such times and in 
such manner and form as the court or a judge shall direct,” 
For the applicants it was contended that although in most cases the 
summons for directions would be exhausted on tne trial, yet there was 
nothing in the rules to make a summons for directions inuperative as to 
proceedings taking place after trial. The words in ord. 30, r. 2, with 
respect to all proceedings to be taken in the action ought not to be con- 
fined to only those proceedings taking place before trial. Where there 
was no final judgment between the parties, but only directions for taking 
an account, the action was still proceeding, and the summons was there- 
fore still alive. Order 30 was framed to apply to the King’s Bench 
Division as well as the Chancery Division. Ord. 65, r. 6, was the only rule 
dealing with giving security for costs. 

Kexewicu, J.—These are two applications, one by each defendant, for 
further security for costs, which are the costs to be incurred in an inquiry 
before the official referee. The case came on for trial on the 8th of June, 
but no witnesses were heard, and by arrangement an order was made by 
which it was referred to one of the official referees to take the account of 
the following matters—viz., an account of all dealings and transactions in 
connection with the concessions mentioned in the letter of the 13th of 
September, 1901, the official referee was to be at liberty to report to the 
court specially upon any point arising on the account, and the further 
consideration of the action was adjourned and the costs reserved. This 
order, to my mind, is technically a judgment, even if it is not a final 
judgment. It is very like an order to refer to chambers something which 
bas to be dealt with there. In that sense it is not a final judgment, but it 
is the judgment in this sense, that what takes place afterwards in court is 
a further consideration of the action. The materiality of this is that this 
order has disposed of the case as far as the court could dispose of it at the 
trial, the further consideration being reserved. Even if not technically s 
judgment, it is the same as the trial, and would be treated by the Court of 
Appeal as the final judgment, and go into the final judgment list. Now, 
after the trial, an application is made for security for costs. Before 
1897, that is to say, before the summons for directions came into vogue, & 
litigant would have to issue a summons for this as for other things, 
and the question is, do the rules as to the summons for directions alter the 
matter. Nothing much to help can be gathered from rule 1 of order 30, 
but in rule 2 there is a summary of what can be done. ‘‘ Proceedings to 
be taken in the action ’’ include proceedings before the official referee, and 
‘* the costs thereof ’’ have been held to include security for costs. My own 
opinion is that on that rule the summons for directions comes to an end 
when you come to the trial. This view is strengthened by rule 5 of the 
same order as it now stands—that is, the rule under which we 
dispose now of scores of applications weekly ; but that rule provides 
that the applications made under it must be applications ‘‘ subse- 
quently to the original summons.’’ It is obvious that it may be necessary 
to make an application before the summons for directions has been 
issued—for instance, for the appointment of a referee; in such a case 
the application must be made S a different summons. After the sum- 
mons for directions has been issued, the applicatiormust be by notice under 
the original summons, and to issue a fresh summons when a notice would 
be sufficient would be to run the risk of being ordered to pay any addi- 
tional costs incurred thereby. But the rule says further ‘‘ and before 
judgment,’’ which points to the conclusion that after judgment nothing 
can be done under that rule, The rule does not expressly say that notice 
must not be given after judgment, but it seems to me to be implied that 
notice is not then to be given. It has been urged that the validity of this 
mode of procedure ought not to be cut down = restricting it to matters 
before the trial. I do not wish to cut down the validity of the summons, 
but I must deal with the practice under the rules as they stand. Ihave been 
supplied with » copy of the printed form of summons for directions which is 
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now in universal use in all the chambers. It enumerates all the interlocutory 

ings specified in rule 2, and then the words ‘‘any other inter- 

tory matter or thing ’’ have been added. Those words would no doubt 

include an application for security for costs, but it must be made in an 

interlocutory matter. It seems to me that whether the defendants are 

entitled to an order for security for costs or not, they are not entitled to 
the order on these notices. 

The court was then asked to decide as to whether an order for further 
security would be made, assuming that a fresh summons was taken out, 
and it was urged on behalf of the plaintiff that no security for costs had 
ever been ordered in the case of a plainttff who had at the trial made good 
his right to what he claimed—viz., an account of the dealings and trans- 
actions between the parties. . 

Kexewicn, J.—Upon this part of the case I may accede to the argument 
that the court ought not to cut down the utility of a useful provision. 
Rule 6 of order 65, which is the only rule dealing with the security for 
costs, speaks of ‘‘any cause or matter.”” Why should I say that ‘“‘any cause 
or matter ’’ does not mean any proceedings directed by the judgment to 
be taken before an official referee or before the judge in chambers? In my 

inion the words are wide enough to include that, and one must remem- 
ber that an application for security for costs does not preclude a second 

plication if the costs mount up or if any further proceedings are directed. 
It is for the court to consider these matters from time to time. Why, if 
after judgment inquiries are directed, those proceedings should not be 
covered I cannot see. It seems to me that, assuming that the plaintiff is 
resident out of the jurisdiction, and that the security already ordered is 
insufficient to meet the costs of the proceedings before the official referee, a 
good case can always be made for an order for security. If these applica- 
tions are made by summons they will be in order and must be attended to. 
—OounseL, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Ashton Cross ; G. C. Rankin; A.a B. 
Terrell. Soxicrrors, H d & Beningfield ; Swann, Bradley, § Co.; W.H. 
Smith § Son. 

{Reported by R. Franxurn Sruspine, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


MAY AND OTHERS », BELLEVILLE. Buckley, J. 10th, 11th, and 
12th July. 


Richt oF Way—Reservation—Impirep Conrract By PuRCHASER TO 
Execute Drep—‘ Rigurs or Way HITHERTO EXERCISED’? — UNITY or 
TrrLe. 

This was an action in which the owner and tenant of a certain farm 
known as Coxhill Farm asserted as against the defendant a right of way 
over a neighbouring farm known as White Lodge, of which the defendant 
was mortgagee in possession. On the 25th of March, 1902, the plaintiff 
May purchased an estate known as the Red Lodge Estate, which included 
both Coxhill Farm and White Lodge, which had been held under 
In the following month May entered into 





one title since 1867. 


negotiations with one Jay for the sale of White Lodge, and a 
price was agreed upon, but Jay went abroad before the contract 
of sale was signed, after giving a power of attorney to one F. P. 
Dighton, under which Dighton, on the 16th of May, 1902. signed a 
contract on Jay’s behalf. ‘This contract was in the form of the printed 
particulars and conditions which had been prepared fora sale by auction, and 


the following words were inserted in manuscript in the particulars, and 
initialed by Dighton, ‘‘ there is also reserved to the vendor, his heirs and 
assigns, the owners and occupiers for the time being of Lots 24 and 33, 
and their servants and others authorized by them, all rights of way 
hitherto exercised by them in respect of such lots over any portion of Lot 
2.” Dighton approved the title on Jay’s behalf’ and a conveyance 
was executed by May on the 24th of June, 1902. The parcels included 
areservation of rights of way in the same terms as the words inserted in 
the particulars, mentioning the farms by name, but Jay did not execute the 
deed, nor did Dighton on his hehalf. Jay took possession under the convey- 
ance and obstructed the plaintiff Ponting, who was tenant of Coxhill Farm, 
in the exercise of an alleged right of way over White Lodge. For the 
plaintiffs it was contended that though there could not be a legal right of 
way for Coxhill over White Lodge, owing to the unity of title, yet there 
might be a right of way in fact, and that the insertion of the words above 
teferred to in the particulars and in the conveyance was evidence that some 
such right did exist ; in which case the plaintiff could have sued Jay for 
specific performance of his contract and so compelled him to execute the 
conveyance. For the defendant it was contended that though there had 
been a user of the way in question, such user had not been constant, and 
never as of right; so that evenif Jay had executed the conveyance no 
tight of way would have been reserved because none had been “hitherto 
exercised.’’ It was also urged that the defendant had no knowledge or 
notice of any contract as to right of way, inasmuch as she could not have 
called for the production of the contract for sale which was recited in and 
purported te be executed by the conveyance. 
Bucxxey, J., in the course of an elaborate judgment, said: The convey- 
ance was not executed by Jay. The agreement of the 16th of May, 1902, 
been executed by Probyn Dighton on his behalf and had incorporated 
the words reserving the rights referred to. Was Jay entitled to say that 
inasmuch as the right of way could only be created by grant, and he did 
hot execute the deed, there existed no right of way, and the reservation 
affected nothing? In other words, if there were “‘ rights of way hitherto 
exercised in respect of”? such farms, can he say that by reason of his non- 
execution of the deed he is not bound? In my opinion he cannot. 
Suppose that Jay were the defendant in this action ; he is a person who 
taken possession under a conveyance which shews that he is to be a 
certain grantor, What right has he to say that he is not bound in equity 
to give effect to the terms upon which he has obtained the possession ? 
The Statute of Frauds does not apply; there is part performance, and 





the bargain is shewn by the terms of the conveyance. He can be 
called upon by the plaintiff to give effect to the terms upon which 
he obtained px i ly, the creation of those rights of way. 
The defendant is not Jay, but she derives title under Jay, and therefore 
necessarily has notice of the deed of the 24th of June, 1902, and of the 
reservation which I have read which it contained. How can she say she 
is not bound by the rights which existed against Jay? It has been argued 
that she had no notice of the contract of the 16th of May, 1902, which con- 
tained the words as to the rights of way, because that contract had been 
executed by the conveyance. But it seems to me that that is not so; the 
contract had not been executed by the conveyance, so far as it required the 
grant by Jay of rights of way reserved ; it was still executory as regards that. 
She was put upon inquiry to ascertain what were the rights of way spoken 
of in the conveyance as being rights of way hitherto exercised in respect 
of certain farms. She cannot say she took without notice of that. There- 
fore there exist against the defendant the same rights as would have 
existed against Jay in respect of this matter. That being so, I have got to 
see whether in point of fact there were rights of way hitherto exercised. No 
doubt there were no rights of way in the sense of legal rights of way, ease- 
ments enjoyed by one property as against the other, because the proper- 
ties were in one hand. But on the principle of Kay v. Oxley (L. R. 10 
Q. B. 360) and Bayley v. Great Western Railway Co. (26 Ch. D. 434) I am 
entitled to look and see whether there were rights of way exercised, not as 
being legal rights of way, but rights of way enjoyed or exercised in fact by the 
one tenant over the land of the other. [His lordship reviewed the evidence, 
and continued:] The result of all that evidence, to my mind, is that 
whether they went by leave, whether permission was asked, or however it 
came about, Coxhill did regularly and systematically use this way by the 
Davenport Gate, always keeping south of the railway, and passing White 
Lodge either by going north or south of it. That had gone on for thirty- 
five years. Then came the deed. Were there or were there not rights 
which in 1902 could be called rights of way hitherto exercised in respect 
of Coxhill over White Lodge? I think that there were. I think that this 
roadway was a right of way in 1902 exercised in respect of Coxhill. It 
was not a legal right of way. Was it aright of way to which Jay, under 
the deed of the 24th of June, 1902, was bound to give effect? I answer 
Yes, it was; that he could be compelled, and the defendant taking under 
him could be compelled to give effect to it. It seems to me to follow that 
the plaintiffs are entitled to an injunction restraining the defendant from 
interfering with that right of way, and I therefore grant an injunction to 
restrain interference with that right of way, and the defendant must pay 
the costs.—CounseL, Astbury, K C., and Greenwood ; Buckmaster, K.C., and 
Harman. So.tcrrors, Gribble, Oddie, Sinclair, § Johnson, for Hewitt ¢ 
Churchill, Reading ; Lee § Pembertons. 


[Reported by H. H. Kina, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re STRATTEN’S SETTLEMENT. HOPE v. MORLEY. Swinfen Eady, J. 
8th July. 


Drrep—Construction—Covenant TO Serrte SHare rN Faruer’s Estate 
‘*WHETHER BY Descent, REPRESENTATION, OR OTHERWISE.”’ 


Summons. Samuel Hope died in 1837 leaving a large estate among his 
children. In the iage settlement of one of his daughters, Mrs. Morley, 
there was a recital that it had been agreed to settle ‘‘ all the part, share, and 
interest of the said R. M. Hope (Mrs. Morley) in the residuary estate and 
effects of her said father to which she is now or may be or become entitled 
under the said recited will or otherwise howsoever.’’ In the operative 
clause it was covenanted that ‘‘all such property, whether 
real or personal, late of, or belonging to the said Samuel 
Hope, deceased, or now or hereafter — “wee of his real 
or personal estate as the said R. M. Hope me entitled to, 
whether by descent, representation, or otherwise’’ should be settled. 
In the marriage settlement of another daughter, Mrs. Stratten, there was 
_ that in default of children an pointment by 

ill 





failing any ap t 

, the property thereby settled should go to the next-of-kin of the 
settlor, among whom was Mrs. Morley. Mrs, Morley thus, in the events 
which happened, became entitled to a share of this settled pro; » part 
of which was money derived from the estate of Samuel Hope. is sum- 
mons asked, on behalf of the trustees of Mrs. Stratten’s settlement, whether 
the money so derived from Samuel Hope’s estate and passing to Mrs. 
Morley at her sister’s death was caught by the words of Mrs. Morley’s 
marriage settlement and was bound by the trusts of her settlement or not. 
Counsel for Mrs. Morley cited Parkinson v. Dashwood (30 Beay. 49) and 
Edwards v. Broughton (32 Beav. 667). 

Swinren Eapy, J., in giving judgment said: The words of Mrs. 
Morley’s marriage settlement are very wide, especially the words “‘ late of 
or belonging to the said Samuel Hope, deceased, or now or hereafter forming 
part of his real or personal estate.”” It is sought to make them include 
property of Samuel Hope —_— to Mrs. Morley under Mrs. Stratten’s 
settlement, But I have looked at Samuel Morley’s will to see what 
meaning can be put upon thesubsequent words ‘‘ by descent, representation, 
or otherwise.”” The will contains provisions for the transference of the 
shares of children dying under a certain age to those who survive, and 
this I think as to personalty is what is meant by “‘ re tation,’’ 
while ‘descent’? refers to the realty. The words of the recital are 
certainly very wide, but in spite of them and of the very wide words 
previously quoted, I do not think that vague general words like ‘“‘or 
otherwise ’’ can be sufficient in operation to bring under the covenant to 
settle any property like this which, though once perhaps part of Samuel 
Morley’s estate, has ceased to be so and comes under another title.— 
CounseL, W. C. T. Wilson ; Waggett; Carter. Sorrcrrors, Payne, Frodsham, 
§ Bewley ; Biddle, Thorne, Welsford, § Sidgwiek, 

| Reported by C, H. Canpgw Noap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
GRAY v. OXFORD (LIM.). Phillimore, J. 14th July. 


Contract—ILLEGALITY—THEATRES AND Music-Hatts—‘ SxetcuH’’ IN 
Mvusic-HALLs. 


This was an action tried before Phillimore, J., and was brought by Mr. 
George Gray, author of the copyright sketch known as ‘‘ The Fighting 
Parson.”” By an agreement dated the 19th of June, 1903, the plaintiff 
agreed with the defendant company to perform the said sketch for a period 
of six weeks at the Oxford Music Hall from the 12th of September, 1904, 
at a remuneration of £90 perweek. The eement contained the 
following clause: ‘‘ (6) If itshould be found that the artist’s performance is 
contrary to law or is objected to by any licensing or public authority, this 
engagement may be cancelled by the company.’’ Purporting to act under 
this clause the company cancelled the engagement after the sketch had been 
performed for a period of nearly five weeks, and the company having paid 
five weeks’ salary, the plaintiff now sued for £90, under the following 
circumstances : By the Theatre Act, 1843, no stage play could be acted or 
presented except in a duly licensed theatre, and the only authority which 
could licence a theatre within that part of the County of London in which 
the Oxford was was the Lord Chamberlain, whereas music-halls, and the 
Oxford was a music-hall, were licensed by the London County Council. 
There had been disputes for many years as to whether sketches of the kind 
in question could be legally produced in music-halls, not having a licence 
by the Lord Chamberlain as a theatre, but the licensing authorities had 
not taken action. It had been left to the managers of theatres to protect 
their rights. In 1904 several convictions were obtained against various 
music-hall companies, when serious penalties were inflicted, and finally the 
defendant company was fined £140 for the production of a sketch called 
‘*The Belle of the Orient.’? Thereupon the company, as stated above, 
concelled the agreement with the plaintiff. 


Puumore, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said: The 
defendant company were doing their best torun the piece. It was always 
a@ question of degree how far a particular sketch might be deemed a 
stage play. ‘‘ The Belle of the Orient ’’ was a case so directly a point that 
there could be no longer any doubt. Clause 6 of the agreement exactly 
touched this case; the performance might be found contrary to law or 
might be objected to by a licensing or public authority ; then the com- 
pany might cancel. That was enough to decide the case. The defendant 
company raised another ground, that this was a contract which it was 
illegal to perform, and the plaintiff could not get damages for breach of it. 
The plaintiff replied that the company could have made it legal by pro- 
curing the music-hall to be licensed as a theatre. Haines v. Busk (5 
Taunton 521) was cited. That case had no bearing on the present. 
The parties in that case were not parties to the contract, and it could have 
been performed in a legal way without difficulty. In his opinion the 
defendant company had made out both defences and should have judg- 
ment with costs.—Counset, Eldon Bankes, K.C., and Johnstone Watson; 
Spencer Bower, K.C., and Payne. Souicrrors, Morris & Rickards ; Andrew, 
Wood, Purves, & Sutton. 

[Reported by Mavnzice N. Drucquzr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Law Societies. 


The Law Society. 
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 

The annual general meeting of the Law Society was held at the Society’s 
Hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 14th inst., the chair being taken by 
Mr. Tuomas Raw ie (London), the retiring President. Among those 
present were Mr. Henry Attlee, Mr. Charles Mylne Barker, Mr. James 
Samuel Beale, Mr. Thomas William Bischoff, Mr. Edmund Kell Blyth, 
Mr. Ebenezer John Bristow, Mr. John Wreford Budd, Mr. William 
Edward Foster (Aldershot), Sir Hy. Fowler, G.C.S.I., M.P., Mr. William 
Edward Gillett, Mr. William Godden, Mr. Henry Edward Gribble, Sir 
John Gray Hill (Liverpool), Mr. William John Humfrys (Hereford), Sir 
John Hollams, Mr. Henry James Johnson, Mr. William George King, Mr. 
Harry Wilmot Lee, Mr. Henry Manisty, Mr. Charles Berkeley Margetts 
(Huntingdon), Mr. Richard Pennington, Sir A. K. Rollit, B.A., LL.D., 
D.C.L., M.P., Mr. Charles Leopold Samson, Mr. Richard Stephens Taylor, 
Mr. Walter Trower, Mr. William Melmoth Walters, Mr. William 
Howard Winterbotham, and Mr. Philip Witham, members of the Council, 
with the following extraordinary members, Mr. Charles James Ernest 
Crosse (Manchester) and Mr. Charles Edward Stevens (Liverpool), with 
Mr, 8. P. B. Bucknill (assistant secretary). 


Paizys anp CerRTiricaTsEs. 


The Presipent, at the opening of the proceedings, distributed the prizes 
and certificates of merit to the etudents attending the society’s classes. He 
said they would be glad, he was sure, to know that the occasion was a very 
successtul one. The certificates of distinction were awarded each term, and 
depended upon regular attendance, diligence in class, and marks in the 
terminal examination. An excellent standard was expected, and no cer- 
tificate was given unless the candidate had obtained at least 70 per cent. 
of marks. ‘hercfore it was certain that those gentlemen who received the 
honour had very well deserved it. He then distributed the prizes and 
certificates as follows : 

Final Studente—First prize, Mr. F. M. Caporn ; second prize, Mr. James 
Everidge ; third prize, Mr. K. V. Dolleymore ; fourth prize, Mr, Ernest 





Nash. Intermediate Students—First prize, Mr. W. R. Strickland ; secong 
prize, Mr. E. A. Davidson. Certificates of distinction awarded on the 
work of the first term, 1905—Final Students—Equity—Mr. B. W. Arnold, 
Mr. C. A. Davis, Mr. 8. B. Gottlieb, Mr. Ernest Nash, Mr. F. A. Carlton 
Smith, Mr. M. R. Walker. Probate, Divorce, and Ecclesiastical Law— 
Mr. F. M. Caporn. Intermediate Students—Public Rights—Mr. E. 4, 
Davidson. Civil Injuries—Mr. H. M. Bowden, Mr. E. A. Davidson, Mr, 
E. M. Gollancz. Awarded on the work of the second term, 1905—Fing] 
Students—Law of Contract—Mr. F. L. Allward, Mr. F. M. Caporn, Mp, 
M. R. Walker. Admiralty Law and Practice—Mr. F.M. Caporn, Mr. 0, A, 
Davis, Mr. F. A. Carlton Smith. Intermediate Students—Things Real, 
Things Personal and Rights in Private Relations—Mr. 8. Hands. 


PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


The Presrpent said that he regretted to have to touch a note of sadn 
which he was sure would produce a chord of sympathy in all their minds, 
in referring to the sad bereavement which had fallen on their vice. 
president. As they probably had all seen, Mr. Fladgate had had the 
misfortune to lose his wife suddenly a few weeks ago. That was 4 
bereavement which was not to be measured or explained by anyone who 
had not been through that affliction, and the consequence was that Mr, 
Fladgate had intimated to the Council that he had neither the heart nor 
the spirit to enter with energy upon the duties which attached to the 
occupant of the chair. He had therefore asked the Council whether they 
would in the circumstances pass him over for this year, because otherwise 
he would have been proposed to the meeting as president for the co 
year, and that he might remain as vice-president, and that his appoint. 
ment to the chair might be deferred until next year. It was not possible 
that they should resist the appeal which had been made, and he ventured 
to think that everybody would say the Council had done the right thing 
in agreeing to Mr. Fladgate’s request. In these circumstances he sub- 
mitted to them the name of Mr. Charles Mylne Barker as president, who 
was the next member of the Council eligible in order of seniority in the 
ordinary course to the office of president, and he had most kindly— 
appreciating the difficulty—come forward, leaving himself in the hands of 
the Council, and being perfectly willing to discharge the offices which 
attached to the occupant of the chair. He therefore proposed Mr. Barker 
as president. 

Mr. Henry Arruex (London) seconded the motion, and it was carried with 
acclamation. 

The Presipent then proposed Mr. Fladgate as vice-president. 

Mr. Arrier seconded the motion, and it was carried unanimously. 


Vacancies oN CoUNCIL. 


The Presipent said there were twelve names which had been nominated 
as members of the Council and there were only ten vacancies. He had been 
authorized by Sir Henry Arthur White to say that, as he was unfortunately 
prevented from attendance, he wished that his name should be withdrawn 
as a candidate, and he wishes if possible to avoid any contest. That reduced 
the number of proposed members to eleven. As no other candidate wished 
to retire there would be a poll, and Mr. W. J. Fraser, Mr. Edward Williams, 
Mr. Fordwell, Mr. Edward Wheatley, and Mr. Wheattield had consented 
to act as scrutineers. E- ‘body would be sorry to know that Mr. 
Williamson, the secretary, was prevented from being present from 
illness. It was the first annual meeting he had missed for forty years. 

Mr. Cuar.tes Forp (London) asked for information as to the 
operandi of the Council in connection with the nomination of the candidates, 
There used to be a custom which amounted practically to the Council 
telling the members who was to be elected. A time came when objection 
was taken to what was called the house list. 

Mr. Henry Manisry (London) rose to order. The nominations had been 
made and there was to bea poll. It seemed to him that any discussion 
would be out of order. 

The Presipent ruled Mr. Ford out of order. 


AvDITORS. 


The Presipent moved the election of Mr. John Stephens Chappelow, 
F.C.A., a8 professional auditor, and of Mr. Walter Frederick Cunliffe 
and Mr. Reginald Curtis Toogood, members of the society, as auditors. 

Mr. Arrizx seconded the motion, and it was carried. 


Socrety’s Accounts, 


The Pxresipent moved that the account of income and expenditure for 
the year ending the 3lst of December, 1904, be received and adopted. The 
accounts shewed a total income of £39,766 3s. 5d., being an excess of 
income over expenditure of £4,703 12s. 1d. 

Sir Avner Roiurr, LL.D., M.P. (London), seconded the motion. 

Mr. Forp said he was sorry to say that the new chairman of the Finance 
Committee travelled in the footsteps of his predecessor with regard to the 
unfair way in which he apportioned the students’ fund with relation to the 
general affairs of the society. If so it went to appear by this method that 
the students were indebted to the society in considerable sums of money. 
For about forty years he had insisted, and would continue to do so, that 
this was not a fair thing to do. How did the Council dispose of the 
students’ fund? It amounted to nearly £10,000. Out of that £10,000 
they spent in prizes the munificent sum of £214 for the encouragement of 
the students of the kingdom. They charged the unfortunate student 
with rates and taxes £800, salaries to officers £4,200 odd, printing £600— 
he did not quarrel with that, house expenses just on £800, and then, to 
crown the whole, nominal rent £2,040, ‘The new revenues the society 
got through the Inns of Chancery, were they to be disposed of in the like 

ashion as far as the Law Society was concerned, then Heaven help legal 
education. He did hope that the time would come when there would bes 
more equitable adjustment of these students’ fees. The rule on these 
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oocasions was that the chairman of the Finance Committee did not con- 

d to answer criticism, but he hoped for the credit of the Council 
that he would tell them how he debited the students with these tremendous 
gms which ought to go for legal education, because section 10 of the 
Solicitors Act said they should. 


Travers Smita Funp. 


Mr. E. Kiser (London) said that the Travers Smith Fund was a sum 
of £6,500 Consolidated Bank Annuities or other British Government Stock 
bequeathed by Travers Smith, who appointed as his trustees Dr. Edwin 
Freshfield, Sir Frederick Lowe Hitchens, Henry Markby, and Sir Thomas 
Paine, subject to the control of the Council, with powers of the trustees 
with approval by vote of the Council to increase their number. The 
obligation to make investments in more than four names appeared 

ignificant. They were all statutory powers, and particularly power to 
determine all questions of intention, construction, or otherwise of this 
scheme without appeal. The widest power was given to the Council to 
make bye-laws or new laws for the regulation of the scholarships of the 
fund, and to alter the number, duration, or objects of the scholarships. 
Then it said: ‘‘ Three persons to be named in alphabetical order shall in 
each year be certified to the examiners through the trustees as being the 
three who had passed the final best examination for admission as solicitors 
in the Michaelmas or last examination of that year, having been under the 
age of twenty-six years at the date of such examination. The trustees to 
select from such three persons for recommendation to the Council the 
person whom they shall in their uncontrolled discretion deem to be the best 
qualified by personal character, general intelligence and cultivation, and the 
nature and class of his attainments, to do credit to their selection and to the 
scholarship. The trustees to be entitled before making their selection to 
ask the examiners for and to receive any confidential opinion or suggestion 
as to the qualifications or merits of the person or any of the persons certified 
bythem. The year’sscholarship to be granted, if at all (but subject to the 
provisions hereinafter contained), by resolution of the Council to the person 
so selected by the trustees. The person to whom the scholarship is granted 
to be presented with a copy on vellum of such resolution signed by the 
irustees and countersigned by the president of the society.”’ If wise terms 
of direction and control were desired, he thought the testator had given 
them. The testator had thought that the trustees were equivalent to any 
judge of the High Court, for he had said their opinion was to be exercised 
without appeal. He did not think the intention of the testator had been 
taken into consideration either by the Council or the trustees. At any 
rate, they had exercised rather a pardonable closeness in looking at the 
intention. It would be observed that the trustees were not limited to the 
distinction the candidate obtained in passing his examination, but they 
were to select the gentlemen whom they should deem to be qualified by 

mal character, general intelligence and cultivation, and the nature 
and class of his attainments. He begged that the trustees would consider 
the terms of the bequest in order that the intentions of the testator might 
be sincerely and conscientiously carried into effect. 

Mr. W. P. W. Puitimore (London) said he had long been of opinion 
that the accounts did not properly deal with the question of the articled 
clerks’ fund. It was stated that £2,000 had been apportioned to the law 
students for nominal rent. He should like to know whether there had 
been any decrease or increase in the amount of the rent from time to time 
allocated to the fund. If his recollection was right a larger amount of 
rent used to be apportioned than was the case at present. If that was so 
he thought the reason should be explained. It seemed to him that there 
was some juggling with the law students’ fund in order to make the 
amounts fit in. Then with regard to the expendituft on the new building, 
it appeared as if, although the society had taken power to borrow some 
£40,000, they had only drawn on the fund to the extent of £25,000, and he 
could not find out how much had been expended upon the improvements 
which had been made on the north side of the building. He thought the 
meeting was entitled to know what capital expenditure had been incurred 
for this purpose. 

Mr. W. Metmorn Watters (London) said he did not quite understand 
the “aaa of Mr. Kimber’s remarks. Did he object to the withholding 
the Travers Smith scholarship for one year. 

Mr. Kimper said that what he suggested was that the trustees should 
distribute their accumulated funds among the students. 

Mr. Watters said that was provided for by the will. Mr. Kimber had 
—_ notice of the following question: ‘‘ How do the trustees propose to 

pose of the accumulated dividends as and when the intended objects of 























the bequest fail, seeing that they not only have all statutory powers and 
indemnities, but also other powers to determine all questions of intention, 
construction, or otherwise of this scheme without appeal, and that the 


Council have the widest power to make bye-laws or new laws for 
the regulation of the scholarships and the fund, and to alter the 
number, duration, condition, or objects of scholarships, so that 
the same remains under control of trustees and Council of the Law 
Bociety according to the general intention of this scheme and 
eed for promoting or encouraging legal education of solicitors.” 

‘© years ago the trustees in their discretion—they were not con- 
trolled by the Council in this respect—found that there was no one 
Whom they were prepared to recommend to the Council as worthy of a 
scholarship. Their reasons for that he was not at liberty to go into, but 
he could satisfy Mr. Kimber, he believed, without any difficulty. That was, 
however, a private matter for the trustees, the Council had nothing to do 
with it—the trustees had not recommended a candidate for the distinction. 
The will expressly gave powers in any year for the examiners to decline to 
specify. The trustees recommended, the Council granted upon that recom- 
mendation, and one year the trustees had not recommended and the 
scholarship had not been granted. Therefore £50 a year had been saved, 





and the present was the third year. 
would be found in the appendix to the 

the scholarship not —— been granted and 
now represented by North Western Stock. The will expressly provided 
for the dealing with any =m, and said that the unapplied income of 
the first two years, any surplus income, and any cubelenite income not 
claimed or falling in by reason of death or deprivation of a scholar or 
otherwise, to be added to capital and invested. The answer to Mr. Kimber’s 
question was that the trustees proposed to dispose of the accumulated 
dividends as and when the intended objects of the bequest failed as they 
had hitherto done—namely, by adding them to the capital and investing 
them as directed by clause 3 of the scheme in the icil of the late Mr. 
Travers Smith establishing the trust. The scheme provided that if at any 
time the income of the total amount of the increased fund be sufficient, 
any scholarship might be made tenable for an additional year or years, or 
the income thereof might be increased. This contingency has not yet 
arisen. The Council saw no reason at the t time to make any altera- 
tion in the regulations of the soholarship prescribed by the testator. 

Mr. Kr«zen said that the last clause said that if from any cause the 
intended object should, for five consecutive years, fail, or the society should 
be dissolved, the fund should be transferred to the official trustees of the 
Charity Commissioners to be applied under their directions as nearly as 
might be for the purposes in , such commissioners or any persons Or 
body appointed by them for the purpose to have and be entitled to exercise 
all the powers and discretions hereby reposed in the trustees and the Council 
of the society. 

ArricLep Cierks’ Funp. 

The Presipent said that the Council would take care that that did not 
happen. With regard to Mr. Ford’s remark that the chairman of the 
Finance Committee never condescended to address the society, he might 
say that it was a pleasure and a privilege to the chairman whenever he 
was permitted to have the opportunity, and he would do so on the present 
occasion if it were so desired. But he might say generally all that was 
needed. Mr. Ford had, year after year, given the society the benefit of 
his opinion as to what should be done with the articled clerks’ fund and 
had always said they were not doing enough. The Council had explained 
to him repeatedly what they had m endeavouring to do. Up to the 
present time lack of funds had prevented the Council doing what they had 
wished in this respect. But he would give one illustration of what the 
society were doing. The appendix to the annual report shewed that there 
were no less than twelve cckoleashipe of £60 given to those students who 
distinguished themselves. 

Mr. Forp: You are going to do this. : 

The Prestpent said they could not do it until they were in possession of 
funds, but it was an illustration that these matters were ever present to 
the minds of the Council. Another thing was that the society’s classes were 
wonderfully well attended. They had seen the number of men to-day 
who had received prizes and cer of distinction. And the society’s 
educational system was not only in operation in London, but they were 
sending large sums of money through the country in the provinces, 
making grants of large sums of money to several important centres where 
legal education was being carried on. The Council had under consideration 
a scheme whereby they would be able to carry education to every articled 
clerk throughout the country. Of course they would not be able to set up 
a school of law throughout the country because men living away from the 
great centres were not easily accessible, but they would get at those 
articled clerks by correspondence or by the aid of some members of the 
society or by other suitable persons whom the Council would be able to 
get to join with them in assisting young articled clerks who would want 
any pe se ag He did not know whether it would still be desired that 
the chairman of the Finance Committee should address the meeting, but 
he was sure they would give the Council credit for this, that they did the 
best they could according to their lights. They might not see exactly eye 
to eye with some of the members, but if Mr. Ford would take his question 
as answered he would deal with Mr. Phillimore’s remarks. A deal of 
what he had said would apply thereequally. The amount which had been 
expended on the new building ap in the balance sheet. It appeared 
there as £52,000, and it was quite correct that — only borrowed 
£25,000. The society owed no more money now, and he + they would 
not find it necessary to borrow any more. That answered Mr. Phillimore’s 
question. 

Mr. Puriirmors asked if part was spent out of capital and part out of 
income? 

The Pxresrpent said that that was so. 

Mr. Putiurmore said there was the other question about the allocation of 
the articled clerks’ fund. 

The Presrpent said that the estimate as to the rent varied as to what 
amount should be apportioned to the articled clerks’ fund. The new 
building had been erected, and the articled clerks had got some ap, 
of them—in fact all the classrooms, the upper part of the new building. 
That caused a variation. 

Mr. Pariuoore asked if the valuation had not been diminished from 
what it was formerly? The rent apportioned to the articled clerks was 
less, which seemed rather " 

The Presipent said that if that were so it ought to delight Mr. 
Phillimore. 

Mr. Puriirmors: But I want to know. 

Mr. Watrer Trowsr (chairman of the Finance Committee) said that the 
erection of the new buil had increased the amount apportioned to the 
articled clerks as rent by £285. This was owing entirely to the fact, as the 
President had a ES 6 Se oe ae building had 
been allocated to the use of the clerks, therefore 
rent had been slightly increased in accordance with the principle laid down 
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by the judges in 1885, which had been followed ever since. Mr. Phillimore 
would recollect that in 1885, in consequence of a letter from him, the 
whole question was discussed before the then Master of the Rolls and the 
Lord Chief Justice of that date, and the principles then initiated had been 
followed ever since. It had been stated at this meeting that there was 
some regret that he followed the example laid down by his predecessor, 
Mr. Pennington. He wished to say he was proud to follow his example. 
The motion was adopted. 


AnnvaL Report. 


The Presrpent moved the adoption of the annual report of the Council. 
He said the members had all had it circulated amongst them, and he 
hoped it would have been found to be very gratifying. It would shew 
the members the Council had had to deal with many most important 
measures and questions affecting the profession, and that there was 
embodied in the report a great deal of very hard and conscientious work. 
The Council had told the members in the report all practically that they 
had to tell, and very little remained for him to say with regard to the 
subjects therein discussed. 


Lanp TransrFER—OPriciALIsmM. 


With reference to land transfer, which, of course, was always a burning 
question, the Council were in a state of watchful preparedness, and he did 
not propose to add anything to what was stated in the report. With 
regard to officialism, the Council had not been able to embody in the 
report, because it had not been produced in time, the report upon the 
subject which had been sent out to every member as an additional publica- 
tion. He thought the members would agree that that was a most useful 
contribution to the question of the day. He must be allowed to take this 
opportunity of saying how much the society were indebted to the members 
of the Council who had formed the committee which had framed this report, 
and especially to Mr. Godden, who had devoted the greatest care, pains, 
and attention to it. This was one of the most significant documents ever 

repared for the use of the profession and the information of the public. 
He believed that that report, which had been commented upon by every 
newspaper in the kingdom, had completely opened the eyes of the public. 
They had not known the extent to which we were being gradually absorbed 
into this overwhelming and ever-enlarging system of officialism, and 
what the system meant. It was expensive, it was troublesome, it 
was dilatory, in fact it was everything that was bad. What the 
report of the committee said was that if this could happen with regard 
to land transfer, and bankruptcy, and the winding up of companies, 
what was going to happen with every trust inthe kingdom? Because that 
was the object of the promoters of this officialism, that everything was to 
be put under the domination of one vast officialism extending over the 
whole of the country. What would be the extent of that? ‘The public 
were beginning to understand the matter, because the society had informed 
them, and the matter was brought to their consideration, and if the 
Trustees Bill had to be read a second time at the present moment he did 
not think it was very likely it would slip through as it did without any 
debate and without anyone in the House and very few outside appreciating 
what its consequences might be. However, the eyes of the profession 
were opened now, and the society had opened the eyes of others, and there 
was a very strong feeling that there was too much officialism as it was and 
that it was contrary to the spirit of the country to have one’s private 
affairs by a mass of officials when the people knew that they 
could very much better manage their own affairs in their own way. 


Licenstnc Acr. 


That led him up to another subject, the question of the Licensing Act. 
He thought they would have read with very great pleasure in the annual 
report that the Council had been able by their own efforts and the efforts 
of their friends throughout the country to succeed in establishing the right 
of solicitors to audience before the committee of quarter sessions which 
had to deal with licensing questions in no less than forty-two counties, 
there were only seven where the right had not been acceded, and in four 
other counties solicitors had been given a partial right of audience. The 
right had been given in every borough. This he thought was a very 
substantial success. The matter affected every country solicitor though it 
was not so to the same extent in London, where there was a larger bar. 
But in the country it would have been most pernicious effect if it had 
excluded from audience men who all their lives had been accustomed to 
deal with licensing matters. He had referred to the matter of legal educa- 
tion in his reply to Mr. Ford, and he need not repeat what the Council had 
done and intended to do with regard to extending the society’s system of 
education. 

Country Courts Act. 


Then as to the County Courts Act. Thanks to Sir Albert Rollit that Act 
had been got through. There had been two measures before the House of 
Commons this session, one introduced by the Attorney-General, the other 
by Sir Albert Rollit, and they were full of suggestions and full of useful 
points. It had been said that Sir Albert Kollit’s Act could not work 
unless the Lord Chancellor established a lot of new rules or someone 
brought in 4 new Bill or the rule making authority made a lot of new 
rules. As it proved nothing of the kind was necessary. ‘The Act worked 
and went on and he did not hear that registrars or judges had found any 
premier | in giving effect to it, He did not think anyone would say it was 
impossible to carry out the Act, but on the contrary it had been carried 
out actually and in fact. It would be remembered that there was a mixed 
committee composed of members of the society and the Council who kept 
a watchful eye on the subject, and on ovayihing with regard to count 
court ure, and that therefore the interests of the profession were we 
looked after in this respect. 





MemBersHir OF THE Society. 


The number of members of the society was greater than had ever been 
the case before, and that, after all, was the best test of what the profession 
thought of the utility of the society and the way its objects were accom- 
plished. The society now numbered no less than 8,415 members, and this 
year had been a record, for the numbers had increased by 605 as compared 
with 492 in the previous year. After allowing for deaths, resignations, 
and exclusions, the number of members shewed an increase for the year of 
348, and was the highest hitherto attained. He thought that very much 
of the large increase was due to the spirited appeal which his predecessor 
in the chair, Sir John Gray Hill, had made to every member of the 
profession to join the society. He had gone all over the country, to several 
importantlocal centres, and most effectually whipped them up, and to him and 
not to the present occupant of the chair, was due the very satisfactory fact 
that this year more new members had joined than had ever been the case 
before. His (the president’s) view was that every man who was a worthy 
member of the profession ought to belong to the society. However, these 


' were not days in which it could be — to get any assistance from 


Parliament with a view of bringing this about, and it must be left to the 
attractions of the society aided by the members who would help in the 
work of bringing in more members. 


Pusuic Trustee Bix. 


With regard to the Public Trustee Bill, there the Council had exerted 
themselves to the utmost, after it had been seen that the Bill had 
passed its second reading. Of course the principle of the Bill was a 
fait accompli and it was no good talking about the principle. The only 
thing left to be done, not only in the interest of the profession—of 
whom first they had naturally to think, but in the interest really of the 
public, was to improve the measure, and the Council had exerted them- 
selves, if the Bill was to become law, to make it more workable, and a more 
suitable measure than it was in its very crude and inchoate form in which 
it had been drafted. He doubted whether it had been prepared by the 
Government draftsman, but it certainly was a shapeless and hopeless Bill, 
and the Council had loyally set themselves to work to improve it. And 
thanks to their friends in the House of Commons, he referred especially 
to the work done with very great ability by Mr. Balfour Slack, who had 
taken the greatest pains ; he (the president) had had many interviews with 
him and supplied him with copious literature, and he had certainly been of 
the greatest use to the society. The Council had also had the benefit of the 
services of Sir Albert Rollit and of Sir Henry Fowler, and they had, with 
thetassistance of other members of the solicitor branch of the profession 
done their best to improve the measure and to make it more workable, if 
possible, in the interests of the general public. But even after the most 
that they had been able to do the Bill still was, in the opinion of the 
Council, a most useless Bill. It served no good purpose and it had about 
it that vice to which he had already referred—namely, that it did tend 
and if it were to become effective must enormously tend to the increase of 
officialism. He ought, perhaps, while on this subject to refer to what had 
taken place during the discussion in the House of Commons in the com- 
mittee on the report stage of the Bill. The members would have seen 
that, not in very altogether generous or friendly terms, the solicitors as 4 
body had been referred to, and thanks entirely to the fact that Sir Albert 
Rollit and Sir Henry Fowler were present, and they both protested against 
the suggestions made against the profession and the aspersions that were 
sought to be cast upon them as a body by the Solicitor-General and Sir 
Robert Reid, and in consequence of the dignified action taken by those 
two members of the solicitor branch of the profession both the 
Solicitor-General and Sir Robert Reid had seen in a moment that what 
they had said was not to be justified, and that they had exceeded the fair 
bounds of discretion. Of course the Solicitor-General was, above all 
things, a gentleman, and he had recognized, as every gentleman would, 
the fact that he had gone too far, and he thought it was rather interesting 
to see the way in which he had done it. The Solicitor-General had said, 
referring to what Sir Henry Fowler had said, ‘I hope the right 
hon. member for Wolverhampton will not think I was making any charge 
against his profession, to which I am sure I am as much indebted as any- 
one, for, after all, it is the discrimination of solicitors who help us 
along.” He (the President) thought that the use of that word 
‘‘ discrimination’? by the Solicitor-General was very suggestive, 
and, of course, it was perfectly true that but for the assistance 
of the solicitor branch of the profession very few men would ever get to 
the top. And thus solicitors discriminated. It was the solicitors 
who selected the members of the bar and enabled them to reach the top 
of the ladder. It was not altogether a very kind or pleasant thing to kick 
that ladder down when one had thechance. But the Solicitor-General was 
essentially a gentleman at heart. He had a dash of Celtic blood which led 
him, perhaps, to make impulsive statements. But the moment his atten- 
tion was drawn to the fact of the words not being right, he withdrew them 
in a very fair manner. Sir Robert Reid had also got a dash of this Celtic 
blood, though he did not come from across St. George’s Channel, he came 
from North of the Tweed. Sir Robert Reid was just the same type of 
gentleman as the Solicitor-General, and the moment he saw that he had 
made a mistake he said : ‘‘ I am sorry that anyone should think there is 
any desire to make general accusations against an honourable profession.” 
He (the President) thought they had made the amende honorable, and that they 
might very well becontent. ‘The point about the Bil! was that the mistake 
had been made by the promoters and those who were trying to get the 
Bill th h, that the opposition was entirely professional and came entirely 
from solicitors. There had never been a greater mistake than to propound 
such an inaccurate statement. The nines would gladly welcome any 
measure which effectually and with eaeer pater ae tended to preserve 
estates and to protect securities. They would readily support such a Bill; 
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in fact one of the Council’s main amendments—it was rejected because he 
: think its effect was understood, he did not think the Solicitor- 
General himself understood it—was that the public trustee should be 
paced in a similar position to the official charitable trustee, that 
ws, that he should be the custodian, the receiver, the - 
dian of the estates, securities, and investments, but that he should 
yot interfere with the discretionary administration of trusts and prevent 
testators from saying by and in what manner the administration of their 
estates after they had shuffled off this mortal coil should be carried out. 
That amendment if it had been received would have been supported by the 
geiety. Any Bill that asked for that the society would not oppose, but 
they did oppose the Bill for which there was no necessity. The Judicial 
Trustee Act if it was only attempted to be worked properly would supply 
s good deal. The Public Trustee Bill was absolutely inconsistent with the 
conclusion arrived at by the joint committee of both Houses of Parliament 
that sat previously to the enactment of the Judicial Trustee Act of 1896, 
which was the outcome of the committee, and they reported dead against the 
principle of the present Bill. 1t was not correct to say that the opposition 
game entirely from solicitors. The Times of the 29th of June had the 
following: ‘* The feeling of an important body of city opinion is much 
to this measure. Resolutions urging that the Bill should be 

ped have been adopted by the London Clearing Bankers, the Associa- 
tion of English Country Bankers, and the London Chamber of Commerce.”’ 
The last-named body on the 8th of June passed a resolution which gives 
ion to the feeling of all classes who object to the Bill: ‘‘ That in 
theabsence of any general demand for such a Bill, and having regard to 
the powers now possessed by several important companies to act as trustees 
or executors, it is not desirable to make any such important change in the 
law which would concentrate patronage in the hands of a public official to 
the prejudice of bankers, insurance companies, and the professional classes 
generally in the City of London, and the committee recommend that 
this resolution be forwarded to those likely to be affected by the 
Bill.” Well, the Bill was still in the lap of the gods, or, rather, 
it was in the hands of Sir Albert Rollit and his associates in 
the House of Commons. The Council hoped and trusted that if 
the Bill were carried at all it would be carried with the amendments 
that they had suggested and put forward and endeavoured to get 
aivocated, but they would very much prefer that the Bill should not be 
further discussed this session. It had certainly never been sufficiently 
discussed in public because it was not convenient to argue a measure with 
one’s hands tied behind one’s back, and to be told the principle is settlea 
what you have to say by way of an amendment. That was hardly the way 
— the salient principles. He hoped that solicitors everywhere 
throughout the country would do their best to prevent the Bill becoming 
law in the present session. If in another session a Bill drawn on different 
lines were brought in with more reasonable propositions, the Council 
oad be most happy to meet the draftsman or proposer and endeavour to 

p him. 

Mr. E. J. Bristow (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Forp said that the report shewed that an enormous amount of work 
had been done by the various committees. He saw that in the new issue 
of the bye-laws there was a statement which he deeply regretted. He was 
sorry that the Council had thought it proper to direct the members how 
they ought to vote in elections of members to the Council. The members 
were quite capable of forming an opinion on the subject. 

The Parsrpent thought that Mr. Ford was scarcely speaking to the 


motion. 

Mr. Forp said it was a most improper practice. ¢ With regard to the 
luncheon rooms, which was a survival of the old institution—the Law 
Club—he was happy to see that the table money had been reduced from 
Sd, to 6d. The members still had to pay 6d. before they could get any 


refreshment. He lived in hope that in the course of the next ten or 
twenty years this unfair charge would be done away with. With regard 
tothe question of examination the Council took too much credit as to the 
attendance of students at their lectures and classes. Roughly there were 
under 1,000 students, out of that only a very trifling proportion, about 
one-tenth, attended the lectures and classes. He did not understand how 
the Council indulged in such flowing language with regard to such a state 
ofthings. With regard to the legal education, there, again, he did not 
follow the president. He had suddenly admitted that after forty years the 
Council were in future going to do something which he (Mr. Ford) had 
been urging the Council to do for all those years—namely, to institute 
scholarships for the students. These were to be provided for out of the 
tevenues which were coming from the sale of the inns. He did not think 
it was right that that fund should have been put in the hands of the 
Council. It would have been much better if half had been placed in the 
ie of the provincial law societies and half at the disposal of the 


Mr. A. Papprson (Manchester) rose to order. Mr. Ford was making 
statements wide of the motion. He moved that he be not further heard. 

The Prestpenr hoped that Mr. Ford would keep as close to the motion 
88 possible. 

Mr. Forp said that he would say nothing further than this, that he had 
— to the conclusion that there must be a London Law Society of their 


Lanp Transrer Acr, 


Mr. J. S. Runmvsrer (London) said he never received an annual report 
Without recognizing the immense amount of work which was done by the 
Council, and the present was no exception to the general rule. With 
tegard to the Land Transfer Act he recognized the great difficulty the 
Council had to contend with, and that a — amount of work had been 
done by them. Still he thought the Counc ht have been somewhat 
more active. For instance, one effort by which the iniquity of the system 


could be brought tolight would be by asking various questions in Parliament. 
There was the absolute scandal of the Government in refusing to give last 
year the information which had until then been obtained annually as to the 
number of titles registered, and their kind, whether possessory, qualified, 
or absolute. Mr. Greene had asked for a report, which was retused. He 
should be glad to know whether Mr. Greene repeated his request this 
year. He had asked for the information at the instance of the society. 
if he had not done so this year why should not some other member ask 
for it ? And if the Government refused again, why should not the question 
be asked in the House to elicit the reason why the Government refused? 
Here was an office carried on at the mse of the public to a large 
extent, the landowners making up the deficiency, yet the authorities had 
the coolness to refuse to give any information as to the work done in that 
office. It was a perfect scandal, and he suggested that it might be possible 
by a series of interesting questions to elicit from the authorities the facts 
as to the working of this wretched system, and to bring before the public 
what an utter breakdown it had been. He had listened with great 
pleasure to the president’s remarks about the Public Trustee Bill. On a 
former occasion in that hall (Mr. Rubinstein) had asked how it happened that 
the solicitors, who numbered over twenty in the House of Commons, had not 
asserted themselves and constituted themselvesinto an organized body. Other 
branches and services had their committees constituted of the members of 
their particular branch. Why did it happen that the solicitors should have to 
act individually in all these professional questions, whereas if they were to 
form themselves into a committee they could act together, and do far more 
effective work, and by this simple methd bring pressure to bear where 
their interests were affected. The statement of the president with regard 
to the Solicitor-General and Sir Robert Reid were in his opinion not satis- 
factory. They had made no attempt to retract the gross libels they had 
made. Of course this was a delicate question, as everything said in Parlia- 
ment was privileged, but there should be some way of making these gentle- 
men recognize that they could not libel the profession with impunity. 
Rure Commirree. 


The annual report referred to the subject of the Rule Committee of the 
Supreme Court, stating that the Council had been in communication with 
the Lord Chancellor on the subject of the society’s representation on the 
committee, and that the Associated Law Societies considered that a 
solicitor practising in the provinces should be included. Also that the 
Council had pre a Bill which they had submitted to the Lord 
Chancellor, but that his lordship was not prepared to adopt the suggestion 
as to the provincial solicitor. That was a suggestion which had been 
thrashed out for many years at the provincial meetings of the society. 
In 1897, at the provincial meeting at Birmingham, he had read a paper, 
and had pointed out that there would never be proper rules of procedure 
until the solicitor branch of the profession was properly represented on the 
Rule Committee. What could be from eight judges, the Lord 
Chancellor, a K.C., and a single solicitor? What did the judges know of 
procedure? The Council had prepared a Bill as stated, but there was a 
great difference between preparing a measure and getting it into 
law. How it could be advanced by submitting it to the Lord Chancellor it 
was difficult to conceive, because the Lord cellor they knew would 
not look at anything of the kind. The president for the time being had 
his hands full of the ordinary work of the society, and how could he 
possibly attend to the business of the Rule Committee, which required so 
much practical attention ? The society should have the right of nominating 
some member to serve on the Rule Committee. 

The Presipent said that by way of tion he might state that the 
Lord Chancellor approved entirely of the appointment of a permanent 
member of the Rule Committee who should be nominated by the Council, 
and he had been kind enough to say he would take charge of the Bill. Ot 
course, no Bill of this character could be carried by anyone but the Lord 
Chancellor, but he did approve of it and said he would take charge of it. 

Mr. Rvsrysterm: I do net think his approval amounts to much. 

The Present: He has only had it about ten weeks. It has assumed 
a definite and concrete form. 

Mr. Rvnrnsrern said the Lord Chancellor had said that he would con- 
sider the matter when next an amendment of the Judicature Acts became 
necessary, but he never intended to amend anything. It was a perfect 
scandal that the solicitor branch of the profession was not represented on 
the Rule Committee. The trouble, expense, and delay of interlocutory 
procedure was due to the fact that there were not sensible rules, and there 
never would be until the solicitors were properly represented. 


Soxicrrors Bri. 


The report also stated that the Bill promoted by the Council intended 
to enable the society to refuse the certificates of solicitors who were un- 
discharged bankrupts, although adopted as a Government measure, had 
not passed the House of Commons, and that there was no probability of 
its becoming law during the present session. He asked for some explana- 
tion as to why this little Bill of one mye gh ange ag tag All that the 
Council asked for was the opportunity of being able to keep back the 
certificate from a solicitor who was an undi bankrupt, so that he 
should not practise. Surely this was in the interest of the public. Prob- 
ably the members of the Council did not appreciate that they had paid 
far too much deference to the authorities, and the result was that the 
authorities ignored their wishes. Until the society took a more independ- 
ent standard and asserted themselves, and made these gentlemen realize 
that these things were desirable and necessary in the public interest, and 
that they and the public insisted upon them, they id never get them. 
As long as the Council simply comm with the Lord Chancellor 
and accepted his letter saying that he had received their communication— 
that was sometimes all it amounted to—they would never get any further, 





If they were to shew a little more spirit a remedy might be found. 
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The Presipent said that last session and the year before a Bill was 
promoted in the House of Commons by the society with regard to bank- 
rupt solicitors, and every possible endeavour was made to carry it. Its 
failure had nothing to do with the Lord Chancellor. Could anybody do 
anything more than to get the Government totakeit up? It could not be 
paseed because in the House of Commons there are two or three cantan- 
kerous and difficult and disagreeable people who say ‘‘I object.’? That 
was the answer to Mr. Rubinstein’s remarks with regard to the Bill in 
question. 

Mr. Rusinster said that he did think that if the Government were in 
earnest, with the majority they had, they could pass it. 


Arracks on Soricrrors. 


Sir Atsert Ro.urr said that the president had asked him to say a word 
or two with regard to this Parliamentary question. He thought the posi- 
tion was not really quite understood. He quite agreed with Mr. Rubinstein 
that the House of Commons was by no means a perfect institution. He 
was afraid that they must say of it that it possessed the faculty of 

** Standing still, 
And doing nothing with a deal of skill.” 
But at the same time, though there was no committee of solicitors there 
were individual solicitors in the House who did their best under the cir- 
cumstances both to protect and to advance the interests of their profession 
on the lines which they must all recognize, that the interest of the public 
ought to be identical. He might say that the difficulty of the House of 
Commons was in getting time to do its work. It was a most senseless rule 
that if a Bill was not finished in one Parliamentary session the whole work 
must be commenced again and de novo, It was very much like a business 
man who sat down and wrote his letters during the day, finishing them all 
but one, and because he had not finished that one he destroyed everything 
that he had written and commenced again next day. The position was 
that unless one was successful in the ballot, which only some eight or ten 
out of nearly 700 could be each session, one was at the mercy of any 
individual who, when one brought in one’s Bill, chooses to say, without 
any reason, ‘‘ I object,’’ and there was an end of the matter. If one was 
successful in the ballot one might get an hour or two; if one was not, one 
was generally not able to get even one minute, each individual had such 
control over the work of the House. With regardto the Land Transfer 
question, each year he or someone else had initiated a discussion on the 
only opportunity—namely, the Estimates. There was a division, he 
thought, only a session ago, and they had done their best to assert the 
right to an inquiry which had been promised. Only a fortnight or so ago 
a question had been asked in the House of Commons upon thesubject. He 
had asked a supplementary question whether the inquiry had not been 
promised, and the Attorney-General replied that if it had been promised 
it would be given. That inquiry ought to be had. No opportunity had 
been neglected of bringing the matter forward. With respect to the Solici- 
tors Bill, he had had charge of it fortwoor three sessions, and had attempted 
on twenty occasions to get it forwarded, but the objection ‘‘I object ’’ 
had been fatal. The Government had taken it up, and they were just in 
the same position. They could not afford to give the time to commence 
the work over and over again, consequently nothing had been done. 
Lastly, with regard to the Public Trustee Bill. He could assure the 
meeting that the lines on which the president had spoken were after all 
the supreme and dominating lines—-namely, that the publicinterests must 
be considered supreme, and that professional interests so far as they were 
reconcileable with public interests ought to be promoted by every member 
of the profession, and when they were not essentially so nothing would 
justify in that case other action. Within those lines the Council had done 
the very best they could. He agreed with the president that the Bill was 
in principle wrong. The real mischief was that just here and there, and 
not among solicitors only, but among the general public, there was a 
loss of trust funds, and the offence — which he thought in certain of 
these cases was the greatest of all offences, the plundering of the poor ; 
when that took place it was the desire of the profession as well as of the 
public that there should be every possible protection given against such 
instances. And if it were a question simply of the custody of trust funds 
he did not thiuk that any objection would be raised to the Bill. But the 
objections they had urged had been, that it was a Bill also for administra- 
tion, and he would ask the meeting as he had asked the House of 
Commons, supposing the case of a large commercial or shipping estate 
involving great delicacy of commercial and financial treatment on the part 
of the trustees, how was it porsible to manage an estate of that description 
by an official? How was he to exercise the discretion which the testator 
vested in the trustees because they knew the business and its interests 
and requirements. That was obviously so. What did the Bill 
accomplish as it stood at the present moment? It had been heralded 
as giving a complete protection to the public because the State 
would make good avy depreciation of funds. ‘The clause as amended was 
to mes the estate only in the case of the default or negligence of the 
pu trustee. The Government were pressed to say whether as at present 


they intended to protect the beneficiaries against all breaches of trust, and 

they do not, they had practically to confess. They were therefore in this 

dilemma, that i ay | protected the estates against everything there was u 
ta’ 


vast liability to the State in addition to those which were sought, and that 
if they did not the last state of the beneficiary would be worse than the 
first, and there would be a worse failure than was even the case under the 
udicial Trustee Act. That Act had never been used. It was passed in 
, and he had asked the Attorney-General in the House of Commons 
many judicial trustees had been appointed. The Attorney-General 

: “I cannot tell the specific number, but it has been very 

Pressure had been brought to bear to get the Bill passed by 
prejudicial and, as a rule, unfounded statements charging a 





whole honourable profession with deeds which disgraced the individ 
but which did not reflect upon the profession as a whole, and which 

not peculiar to the solicitor profession, but which marked the whole cour, 
of public life so long as men were human. This was what the professign 
protested against, and the Council were far from forgetting the duty they 
owed to the profession in this respect. It had been said he was not fg 
peace, and he had replied that he would not know peace with th 
slanderers of the profession. The Council had from the first, and th 
members of it who were in the House of Commons had, done their best ty 
amend the Bill in the public interest, and they were determined that 
unless it was a good Bill calculated to — the public interest, anj 
not unduly to interfere with professional rights, they would do their begt 
to prevent its becoming law. 

Mr. H. W. Canter (London) said he thought that some steps should by 
taken by solicitors unofficially to oppose the very grave charges which 
were made directly and indirectly against the profession. They should 
unite together to put his suggestion into effect. They might consider the 
question of litigation and that two-thirds of the profits went in fees tp 
K.C.’s, so that they did not receive a sufficient reward for their labour, 
They should combiue together and say it was not fair that K.0,’s 
should take so large a share of the profits and agree not to employ K,0,’s 
for a certain time. The effect would be that in a few weeks pressur 
would be brought to bear of the Lord Chancellor with the object of 
remedying that from which solicitors suffered. It might be said the ide 
was incapable of realization, but if they would bind together as othe 
professions did—— 

The Presipent said that this hardly arose on the report. 

Mr. Carrer urged the profession to combine and back up the Council for 
the purpose of bringing about a more effective opposition to matters which 
were to their injury. The fees to K.C.’s was only one point among 
many others. 

Sir Jonn Gray Hut (Liverpool) said he should like to add a few words 
to what the president and Sir Albert Rollit had said about the attack 
which had been made upon the profession by the Solicitor-General and Sir 
Robert Reid in the House of Commons. He had not a verbatim report of 
what Sir Robert Reid had said, therefore he would not say anything as t 
his words ; only he knew that those words were derogatory to the honow 
of the profession. Sir Edward Carson said, according to the Times report, 
‘* He, the solicitor, of all persons, ought not to be specially considered, for 
if a man went to a solicitor’s office to make a will, and th 
solicitor said ‘May I put in that I am to be employed as solicitor t 
the trustees?’ what could a man say in reply? He would say # 
once: ‘Certainly you may.’ The result would be to call special 
attention to this effect of the amendment before the House, that the mam 
would fall into a regular trap. For having nominated his own solicitors 
solicitor to the trust, as well as made the public trustee executor, he would 
lose under this amendment the whole benefit which he would otherwise 
have from the liability of the consolidated fund to make good any default 
or misappropriation. He would rather see the Bill wrecked than allows 
trap of this kind to be laid.” If that meant anything, it meant that 
solicitors were in the habit of suggesting that a clause of that kind should 
be inserted in a will, and he had been in practice for over forty years and 
had never seen such a clause. It would be a very unusual and extn 
ordi instance if such a clause were inserted. That was a most 
attack on the profession. He found on referring to Hansard that ‘‘ In the 
course of the debate the Solicitor-General said that if the public truste 
appointed as solicitor a person originally engaged in connection with the 
trust the benefits given would be taken away, that if the public truste 
did such a thing he would be doing what was in fact an act of misfeasane 
on his part, and that it would be the duty of the public trustee never t 
employ either a solicitor or barrister connected with the trust, because by 
so doing he would be taking away the only security he could give agains 
misappropriation.” He did not know what the meeting felt, but he did 
not feel that he should be kicked either by an impetuous Irishman or @ 
impetuous Scotchman. He thought that was a most gross insult upon the 
profession. Sir Edward Carson had spoken about bis being mistaken y 
some— being Solicitor-General—for a general solicitor. Let him tell St 
Edward Carson that the general solicitors of this country as a body were 
quite as honett as the Solicitor-General, and that the great majority o 
men in the profession conducted their business with a sense of honour t 
which professional politicians, whether seeking office or enjoying 
office which they had sought successfully, did not always attain. 

The motion was unanimously adopted. 


OvEeRcROWDED State or Pxoression. 


Mr. Forp had given notice to move : “‘ That it be referred to the Cound 
to consider and report upon the overcrowded condition of the profession, 
and as to whether, in the interests of the public and the profession, the 
Council can recommend to the society any reform calculated to stay 
growth of this evil.”” He was not, however, present when the motion wa 
reached, and it was therefore not proceeded with. 

ControL or Memuens. 

Mr. Foxp had also given notice to ask what action had been taken under 
the bye-laws which provided for the control of members and to move 4 res 
lution referring it to the Councll to consider and — what alteration 
should be made in the bye-laws in order to give the Oouncil greater powe 
in connection with the suspension and expulsion of members. 

This also was not proceeded with. 

Removine yvrom Rou, 

Mr. Foxup had further given notice to ask whether the Council pro’ 
to take any action with regard to a resolution unanimously passed ats 
general meeting in April, 1905, referring to the Council to consider 
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peport during the next annual meeting as to the simplifying by legislative 
gion the procedure of removing solicitors’ names from the roll. 
This also was not proceeded with for the same reason. 


*“Darty Mrrror” anp Soricrrors. 


Mr. J. B. Sonnet, jun. (London), said he would like to call attention 
to what had appeared in the Daily Mirror under the head of ‘ Dishonest 
§licitors.’’ The newspaper made an attack upon the profession generally, 
deseribing the whole profession as being dishonest. He was quite willing 
jo be the nominee for taking any action against the newspaper who used 
gh a head-line attacking the profession as the Daily Mirror had done. 
He had not been able to give notice of motion with regard to it as it had 
not appeared until the 1st inst., and it was therefore too late. . 

The Prestpenr asked Mr. Sorrell if he thought they could get any 
more effective repudiation of such attacks than that which they had heard 
from Sir John Gray Hill. He thought that was a most effective protest, 
and he should not think it possible to express with anything like the 
game eloquent and determined language any other protest. He thought 
that was the best way of dealing with the matter. 

The subject then dropped. 

NewsrarEerRs AND MEMBERS. 


Mr. Puitirmore asked, in accordance with notice : ‘‘ (1) What newspapers 
or other serial publications the society has ceased to subscribe to during 
the last three years? (2) What fresh serial publications (newspapers or 
otherwise) the society has commenced to take in during the like period ? ” 

The Prestpent said the best way of answering the question would be to 
hand to Mr. Phillimore the list which was on the table and at his disposal. 

Mr. Purttimore then moved, in accordance with notice: ‘‘ (1) That the 
society take in the Westminster Review; (2) that a list of all the serial 

blications taken in by the society be continuously posted in the hall, 
Sony and the new common room in some prominent position.” He 
siidhe had been moved to put the notice on the paper because he had 
found everything not quite satisfactory with re to the papers and 
periodicals taken in by the society. He did not think the most suitable, 
or those most commensurate with the importance of the society, had been 
selected. Many other professional bodies had larger and better selection 
than had the society. It was to be admitted that the society was pro- 
gressing. It had got rid of the club, the reading room had been once 
again ae back to its original use, and other improvements had been 
instituted. 

The Presipent said the society would take the Westminster Review in 
future. It had been dropped because it had been thought that other 
papers were more important, but if Mr. Phillimore liked it and it was the 
wish of the meeting they would certainly have the Westminster Review. 

Mr. Purtirmore said he did not wish to be specially considered, but as 
the Council had struck out all the religious papers some time ago, he was 
beginning to be afraid whether all the political papers were to go also. 
The other matter was merely a point of detail. 

The Prestpent promised that the list should be posted because Mr. 
Phillimore asked for it. 

THANKS TO PRESIDENT. 


Mr. Cuances Burt, J.P. (London), moved a vote of thanks to the president 
for his very able conduct in the chair. There could not have been a more 
amiable, efficient, graceful, and gracious man than the chairman. 

Mr. Puriirmorg, in seconding the motion, said they all regretted to see 
Mr, Rawle leave the chair. He had always felt very great hesitation in 
oppoeing anything put forward by Mr. Rawle. he 

e Presipent, in returning thanks, said his successor would prove that 
there could be better men in the chair. 








Mr. Wolstenholme’s Retirement. 


Tur following address, numerously signed by members of the Chancery 
bar, was privately presented to Mr. Edward Parker Wolstenholme on the 
Uth inst. on his retirement from practice : 

“We, the undersigned, having learnt that you are about to retire from 
practice, desire that your departure should not take place without some 
expression of the gratitude and respect entertained towards you by your 

n of the profession of the law. We remember the admirable laws 
which, by your means, have been placed upon the Statute Book, and the 
excellent treatises which you have written concerning those laws. We 
teémember also your unselfish labours, which were mainly instrumental 
inthe formation of the General Council of the Bar, the services which 


you rendered to that council when formed, and, as regards many of us, 
the generosity with which qour learning has been placed at the disposal 
of individual barristers. e recognize that your vast experience and 


your talents have been devoted, not merely to the practice, but also to 

improvement of the law; to the advantage as well of those for 
Whose benefit laws exist as of those by or through whom they are 
administered ; and, in bidding you farewell, and wis you the repose 
You have so justly earned, we congratulate you on the fair retrospect 
ek you will be able to enjoy of your long and honourable career at 


The member of the bar through whom the address to Mr. Wolstenholme 
Was transmitted has received from him a letter in the following words : 
“T give to 7- and to the other signatories to the very handsome 
document and address you have sent me, my warmest thanks for the 
very kind and flattering expressions it contains with reference to my 








efforts towards effecting reform in the practice of conveyancing, and 
the establishment of a general body for the bar. 

‘“‘Tt isagreat satisfaction to me to have kind expression of opinion 
by numerous learned and competent judges; and I shall treasure the 
document, not only on this account, but also as containing the 
signatures of so many old friends with whom I have been profeesionally 
associated. 

‘Tam sorry that rheumatism prevents me writing this letter with my 
own hand.”’ 








Obituary. 
Mr. A. P. Oldershaw. 


We announce with regret the death on the 7th of July of Mr. Augustus 
Piggott Oldershaw, of Doctor’s-commons, London, in the eighty-fourth 
year of hisage. He was admitted a proctor of the Arches Uourt of 
Canterbury in Michaelmas term, 1843, avd became a solicitor of the 
High Court of Chancery on the 30th of January, 1858, by virtue of the 


, Probate Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 77), and continuously took out a pi 


certificate up to the present year. He was one of the few survivors of the old 
proctors. He was very instrumental in obtaining the oes of the useful 
Act of Parliament which enabled the directors of the of England to 
receive and invest the dividends of stocks standing in the names of minors. 
Mr. Oldershaw was the eldest son of the late Mr. Robert Oldershaw, of 
King’s Arms-yard, London, solicitor, and who was for many years vestry clerk 
tothe trustees of the parish of St. Mary, Islington. He succeeded his father 
as secretary to the Islington Savings Bank, which was established by his 
father in the year 1816, and he retained that position till the bank was 
amalgamated with the Finsbury and City of London Savi Bank in the 
year 1873 as a result of the establishment of the Post Office Savings Bank. 
He married in the year 1849 the then only daughter of the late Mr. John 
Garrard Elgood, house and estate agent, of Wimpole-street, London. His 
wife died in the year 1893. He leaves behind him ason (Mr. H. A. Older- 
shaw), who succeeds to his practice as a solicitor in Doctor’s-commons, 
and a daughter, married to Dr. Warner, of Woodford Green, Essex. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Ursonn, K.C., has been elected a Bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, in succes- 
sion to the late Lord Grimthorpe. 

Mr. Hervert F. Manisty, K.C., has been appointed Recorder of 
Berwick, in the place of Mr. H. B. Hans Hamilton, resigned, on his 
appointment to a County Court Judgeship. 

Mr. Georce F. L. Mortimer, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Recorder of Rotherham, in the place of Mr. Herbert F. Manisty, K.C., 
resigned. 

Mr. Artxur Grirrita Poysr Lewis has been appointed Stipendiary 
Magistrate at Pontypridd, in the place of Mr. John Ignatius Williams, 
deceased. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Wruam Atpertey Boyer, Epwarp Henry Preston, and Arraur 
Sows Knicut Surrn, solicitors (Boyer, Preston, & Smith), Manchester. 
July 5. 

Joxun Dovetas Frover and Rosert Henry Wieernss, solicitors, Sutton- 
in-Ashfield and Mansfield. July 4. Each partner will in future practise 
on his own separate account. 

Wim Woop and Cxartes Wison, solicitors (Hardings, Wood, & 
Wilson), Manchester. July 10. 

Ciement Srone-Wice, Grorce Mason, 
Rozertson, and Wiis Henry Baicurman, solicitors (King, W: 
Co.), 11, Queen Victoria-street, London. June 30. So far as 
said George Mason, who is retiring from business ; the said business will in 
future be carried on as heretofore by the said Clement Stone-Wigg, John 
Russell Thomson Robertson, and Wiliam Henry Brightman as King, 
Wigg, & Co. [ Gezette, July 14. 

Tuomas Frank Cxartron and Herrert Kenpra Baxsr, solicitors 
(Charlton & Baker), Kingston on Thames. June 30. 

Arraur Cranes Ruopes and Watrsr Frecpixe Hottoway BLanxprorp, 
solicitors (Rhodes, Son, & Blandford), Skinners’ Hall, 9, Dowgate-hill, 
London. April 8. [ Gazette, July 18, 


Jouxn Russert Tomson 
, & 
the 





General. 


The late Judge John P. Rea was, says 
the judges of the district court of Minnesota, and was presiding at the 
of an important case in Minneapolis, in which the late i w 
counsel for one of the litigants. Judge Shaw a 
same court several years before. Judge Shaw was arguing a question of 
law and read authority after authority, commen’ at great length 
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each one, when Judge Rea stopped him, saying: ‘‘ Judge, the law you 
are reading and arguing is undoubtedly good law, in fact it is elemental, 
and it seems to me you might assume that the court knows elementary 
law.”? ‘‘ Well,” says Judge Shaw, ‘‘I was a judge of this court once 
myself and my experience while on the bench taught me that it was not 
safe for a lawyer in the forum to assume that a court knows anything.” 


Sir John Gray Hill writes to the Times as follows with regard to an error 
in the report of his speech at the meeting of the Law Society, by which he 
was made to include the Attorney-General in his protest against the 
unjust charges made by the Solicitor-General : ‘‘ Will you be so good as 
to correct an error in the report appearing in your issue of to-day of my 
speech at the Law Society’s annual meeting on the 15th inst.? I did not 
refer to the Attorney-General at all. He is incapable of making unjust 
charges, and for him my profession entertain the greatest respect and 
esteem, I referred only to the attacks made in the House of Commons 
upon the honour of my profession by the Solicitor-General and Sir Robert 
Reid. The president of the Law Society (who has just quitted the chair) 
said that the Solicitor-General had in the House of Commons withdrawn 
his strictures upon solicitors in a very fair manner. With great respect to 
my friend Mr. Rawle I do not thinkso. What Sir Edward Carson said by 
the way of apology, according to the Times of the Ist of July, is this: ‘He 
hoped the right hon. member for Wolverhampton (Sir Henry Fowler) 
would not think he was making any charge against his profession, to which 
he was sure he was as much indebted as anyone—for, after all, it was the 
discrimination of solicitors which helped them along.’ This is not a with- 
drawal. It is only at best a polite remark, which has not the merit of 
accuracy. He had made a most serious charge against the profession. 
His so-called apology is another charge against solicitors as a body, 
not, it is true, against their honour, but against their discrimination, for 
that has resulted in his case in pushing to the front a gentlemen capable 
of making groundless and most insulting charges in order to play to the 
gallery. There have been, and must always be in a profession nnmbering 
17,000 individuals, a few black sheep, but that does not justify a blackening 
of the whole flock. There are the barristers who accept briefs and fees when 
they know they cannot attend to the work. Do we, therefore, say, all the 
bar in general consist of dishonourable men? There are medical men who 
encourage patients to consult them when they know that their patients are 
either perfectly well or incurable. Do we, therefore, say that all medical 
men are dishonourable? There have been members of Parliament, such as 
Mr. Jabez Balfour, who have been convicted of fraud, and there is one 
now who is committed for trial (I do not say he is guilty) on a charge of 
fraud committed while he was M.P. There are many M.P.’s who support 
causes in which they do not believe and who pretend to sentiments which 














they do not really entertain in order to secure their election. Do we, there- 
fore, say that all M.P.’s are dishonourable men ? ”’ 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rora or ReoisTRars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. Emercexcy Apreat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
x A. No. 2. KEKEWICH. FarweE.t. 
24 Mr. Farmer Mr. Church Mr. King Mr. Beal 
King Greswell Farmer Carrington 
Cae + + anna i Beal 
. Leae’ Greswe! Farmer Carrington 
Greswell Church King Beal 
Church Greswell Farmer Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buckuey. Joycr. Swinrey Eapy. Waraeineton. 
Monday, July ............ 24 Mr. W. Leach Mr. R. Leach Mr. Pemberton Mr. Godfre 
Tuesday 200 Theed Godfrey Jackson R. Leach 
+++-28 W. Leach R. Leach Pemberton Jackson 
27 eed Godfrey Jackson Pemberton 
ie W. Leach R. Leach Pemberton Carrington 
eed Godfrey Jackson 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1905. 
(Continued from p. 623.) 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 

1904. 

Tavistock Rural District Council vy Duke & Cold appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated June 28, 1904, at trial 
before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Exeter Aug6 

Partridge v Stephney, Myer, & Co appln of deft for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 11, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Worcester, and cross-notice by 
pitff, dated Nov 3, 1904 (so not before July 7) Novl 

Suter v The London Road Car Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 14, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 29 

Thomas Cameron v H Greenfield and W Fallas and William Fallas v T 
Cameron and H Greenfield applnof W Fallas for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 9, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 30 Same v Same 
appln of H Greenfield for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated Dec 9, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a common jury, 
Middlesex Dec 20 








1905, 

Graham v Ramuz appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Oct 24, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Phijjj. 
more and a special jury, Middlesex Jan 20 : : 

Preston v Heffer appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 23, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Tetan 
@ common jury, Middlesex Jan 27 

Simon v Gluck & Co appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 23, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Chap. 
nell and a special jury, Middlesex Jan 31 

Boyle v Fox appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict ang 
judgt, dated Feb 1, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special 
jury, Middlesex Feb 8 

Chaproniere v Mason appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 2, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Jelf ang 
a common jury, Middlesex Feb 8 

Holt v The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co appln of defts for judgt o 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 8, 1905, at trig) 
—n Mr Justice Walton and a special jury, Salford Division, Lancaster 

eb 17 

Jackson v Waterhouse appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl fom 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 9, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Walton 
without a jury, Manchester Feb 20 

Joyce v Grand Hotel, Monte Carlo, ld appln of defts for judgt or ney 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 22, 1905, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 1 

Altherton v The London and North Western Ry Co appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 21, 1905, 
at trial before Mr Justice Walton and a special jury, Liverpool March! 

Whidbourne v Smith appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 27, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 6 

Hallett and ors v Miller appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 21, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Channel 
and a common jury, Kent March 9 

McCarthy v Kennedy appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 7, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a special jury, Middlesex March 16 

Harris v Singleton appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 16, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex March 24 

Ogden & Smith v The Gas Light and Coke Co appin of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 17, 1905, at 
trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex March 4 
Smith v Same appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 17, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and 
a special jury, Middlesex (consolidated actions) March 24 

Duke of Devonshire v Gwynne appln of pitff for judgt or new trial o 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 21, 1905, at trial before Mr 
Justice Channell and a special jury (discharged), Lewes March 25 

Consolidated London Properties ld v London Share and Debenture Cold 
appln of pltfis for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated March 17, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Warrington (additional 
Judge), Middlesex March 25 

Walley v The Great Central RyCo appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 15, 1905, at trial before Mr 
Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Leicester March 29 

A H Midwood & Co ld v The Lord Mayor, &c, of the City of Manchester 
appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated March 23, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex March 30 

Francis Walton & Cold v Topakyan and ors appln of deft Sidney Marler 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 18, 
1905, at trial before Mr Justice Walton and a common jury, Middlesex 
April 1 Francis Walton & Co ld v GH Topakyan, Hagop Kevorkian 
and Sidney Marler appln of deft Hagop Kevorkian for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 18, 1905, at trial 
before Mr Justice Walton and a common jury, Middlesex April 1 

Fraser v Edwards appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated h 30, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and 
a special jury, Middlesex April 5 2 

Carey (widow) v London General Omnibus Cold appln of pltff for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 17, 1905, at 
trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex 
(security ordered) April 6 

Farman and anr v Pollock and anr appln of deft Pollock for judgt ornew 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 23, 1905, at trial 
before Mr Justice Wills and a jury, Middlesex Aprilll — 

Beard v The London United Tramways (1901) ld appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 5, 1905, at 
trial before Mr Justice Darling and a common jury, Middlesex April 12 

Grant v Bespoke Tailoring Co ser of defta, for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated a—_ 6, 1905, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex April 13 : 

Price v Davis appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, April 6, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Walton and 4 
common jury, Middlesex April 14 

Powell (widow) v Reis appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 31, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a common jury, Middlesex April 14 y 

Swift Cycle Oo 1d v O’Brien & O’Brien ld appln of defts for judgt o 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 11, 1905, at 
before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex April 19 
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— 
Gowen v JJ Musto &Co appln of pltff for ju or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated April 12, 1005, St telal before Mr Justine 
Jawrance and a special jury, Middlesex April 20 Marlow v Same 
In of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
yA April 12, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex April 20 
ost Bros v The Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses of the County 
Borough of Huddersfield appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 28, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley, with a special jury, Leeds, and cross-notice by pltff, dated May 
1, a —* ‘ : . 

Loyd v Temperley andanr appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 28, 1905, af trial before Mr J saliee 
Bigham and a special jury, Durham (security ordered) April28 Same 
y Bartram & Sons appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 7, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bigham, without a jury, Durham (security ordered) April 28 

Tuner v Hancock appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 5, 1905, at the trial before Mr Justice AT 
Lawrence and a special jury, Cardiff May 2 

Richards v Leest appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated April 14, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice A T Lawrence 
and a common jury, Middlesex May 4 

Yapp v Kershaw appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 17, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a common jury, Middlesex May18 

Joynson v Hunt appln of pitft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 7, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and 
aspecial jury May 18 

Pantlin v Rooks appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated May 16, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a 
common jury, Middlesex May 22 

Langston v Lawrence & Sons appl of defts Lawrence & Sons for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict pnd judgt, dated May 25, 1905, at trial 
before Mr Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex June 2 

Palling v Karle appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated May 23, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Walton and a 
special jury, Manchester June 2 

Ritz v May & Rowden (Patman & Fotheringham, third parties) appln 
of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
May 30, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, 
Middlesex June 5 

Cavalier and anr v Pope applin of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated May 23, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex June 6 

Donkin v Albany & Son appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated May 15, 1905, at trial before Mr Justice 
Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex June 6 

Hayes v The Roadway Auto Car Cold appln of pltff (in forma pauperis) 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 17, 
_ - trial before Mr Justice Darling and a common jury, Middlesex 

une 

Scarborough and anr v Cosgrove appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 30, 1905, at trial before Mr 
Justice Darling and a common jury, Middlesex June 8 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1904, 


In re The Arbitration Act, 1889, and In re a pending Arbitration between 
8 Pearson & Son ld and The Great Western Railway Co appl of Pearson 
& Son ld from order of Mr Justice Jelf, dated Dec 16, 1904 Dec 20 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and in the Matter of a pending 
Arbitration between S Pearson & Sons and The Great Western Railway 
appl of The Great Western Railway from order of Mr Justice Jelf, 
dated Dec 16,1904 Dec 24 Samev Same appl of The Great Western 
Railway from order of Mr Justice Jelf, da’ Dec 16, 1904 Dec 24 


1905. 
Stone vy Summers and anr appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence, dated May 18, 1905 May 26 
Woolf v Joel appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, dated 
May 23,1905 May 27 Same vSame appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice A T Lawrence, dated May 18,1905 May 27 
Eimondson v John Birch & Cold ‘appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
AT Lawrence, dated May 22,1905 May 29 
Rowlinson and ors v Rhodes and ors appl of defts from order of Mr 
fe, ace ae yet dated May 29,1902 May 31 
eib and anr ing, &c) v Gie appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
— ne by 8, 1905 J on 3 ‘ 
riav Delor a ts) s from order of Mr Justice A T La 
dated May 23,1905 June 6 eres: 
The United Gas Improvement Co v Gordon appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated June 2, 1905 June 6 
In re an Arbitration between Frere and The North Shore Mill Cold appl 
of The North Shore Mill Co from order of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated May 30,1905 June 9 


In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
From County Courts. 


1905. 
Howells vy Davies & Thomas appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Pontypridd). dated Jan 13, 1905 Feb 2 a 


‘ 





Lomes v Holmes & Co appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Kingston w Hull), dated Feb 3, 1905, and cross-notice 
by ~—— co, dated March 7, 1905 (remitted to County Court) March 7 

Clark v Clark, Mary Ann (trading as G Clark & Son) appl of respt from 
oe -. — Court (Warwickshire, Birmingham), dated April 11, 
90: y 

F M Matthews (widow of W Matthews) v Bristol Tramways and Carriage 
Co ld appl of respts from award of County Court (Gloucestershire, 
Bristol), dated — 19,1905 May 3 

Smith v Cole appl of respt from award of County Court (Wiltshire, 
Salisbury), dated May 11, 1905 June 1 

Osmond v Campbell & ison ld appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Yorkshire, Bradford), dated May 15,1905 June 1 

Morris v New Hucknall Colliery Coal Cold appl of epplt from award of 
County Court (Nottinghamshire, Mansfield), dated May 11, 1905 June 1 

N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c, set down to June 10, 1905. 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 

July 25.—Messrs. Davin Burnett & Co., at the at 2:—Second Sale: Freehold 
Ground-rents, amounting to £376 per annum on 71 Private Residences at Tottenham, a 
few yards from Stamford Hill. Solicitors, Messrs. Francis Howse & Eve, London. 
(See advertisements, this week, p. iv.) 5 

July 26.—Messrs. Baxter, Payye, & Lerrer, at the Mart, at 2:—Chislehurst, Kent : 
ew mg Freehold Residential , known as Black Mount, near to the common 
and golf links, affording a most pie at an mane, poe = 
exceptionally natural grounds, in close proximity to station, with a constant train 
service to London; upset price £6,000, being less than half the cost price. Solicitors, 

Sandilands & Co., London. (See advertisement, July 15, back page.) _ 

July 26.—Messrs. Proruerog & Morais, in a Marquee on the at 2.30 :— : 
on-Sea: The Cliff or Bangalow Estate, 40 feet above the level of the sea, and imme- 
diately abutting on to the railway station, 59 Plots of Freehold Building Land, suitable 
for High-class Bungalows similar to those already erected on estate. Solicitors, 
Messrs Howard & Shilton, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. iv.) 

July 26.—Messrs. Rusuworts & Srevens, at the Mart, at 2 :—Conduit-street v 
Regent-street and Bond-street): Valuable Corporation Le 
Premises, in the ——- of Messrs. Lewis & Allenby, Limited. Solicii Messrs. 
Lawrence, Webster, , & Taylor, London. (See advertisement, this ‘ 

July 27.—Messrs. Trou.org, at the Mart, at 2:—M + House, 
one. & Co., London.—4s, .W.: i ouse, facing 

7 Solicitors, Messrs: Prideaux & Bonz, London. (See advertisement, July 15, 
pe ps Daviv Buryetr & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Ground-rents, 
amounting to £234 8s. per annum, secured wu 26 High-class Private Residences at 
Crouch Hill, N. Solicitors, Messrs. Robins, Hay, Waters, & Hay, London.—Shepherd’s 

Bush : Freehold Grount-rents, amounting to £227 per annum. (See ad 

this week, p. iv.) 
Result of Sale 
Reversions anp Lire Po.icies. 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayriecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No, 791) of the 
ollowing Sold at the 


above Interests, at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the f were 
prices named :— 
REVERSIONS : £ 
To £13,954 10s. 10d.; life 45... on - sel wesi web «. Sold 4,300 
To £1,333 6s. 8d. ; life 54 ane on ots ae’ * Gee o mn 
To £926 13s. 1d. ... exe oo ove exp one — mi “- 9” 250 
To £510; life 76 ... one hon pine we im oa sie a 325 
POLICY for £250; life49 ... =... nae ont os on ae ae 105 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, July 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep 1x CHaNncERY. 

Bownorroor, Lumrxep—Petn for up, presented July 7, directed to be heard July 25- 
Hubbard’ & Co, Cannon st, solore for p Notice of reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o'clock in on ¢ 

Cameriver Variety Tazatre, Lonrep—Petn for winding 
to be heard July 25. Telfer & Co, Queen st, Cheapside, solo 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 0’clock in the 

Carpenter & Barny, Luourep—Creditors are oe. on or before Aug 27, to 


Woodley, 30 Sarena: “Tesla & Goodwin, st, 

ey, dv, . 

Crry cr Loxpon Boxp anv Desenture Corporation, Luatep—Petn for winding up, 
presented July 8, directed to be heard July 25. D jerdale. 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abo 
afternoon of July 24 z 

Coprzras Cotour Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Matthew 
Henry Jones, Briton Ferry 

Crown Exptoration Co, Limrrep - Creditors are required, on or before Aug 15, to send 
their names and adi and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James H. 
Stephens, 6, Clement's In, Lombard st 

H. & J. Dawson & Cor, Luurrep—Creditors are oo on or before July 31, to send 

i and the i of their debts or claims, to Charles 


their names and ad u 

William Boyce, Tyrrel st, Bradford. & Betts, Bradford, solors for liquidator 
Imant Goup Mixixa Co, Luurren—Creditors are required, on or before 12, to send 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts orclaims, to William Milne, 


10, 8t Helen s pl 
Incanpescent Beat Synpicate, Linrtep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 28, to 
i and the particulars 


send their names and resses, rt 
en Pas Yo pr ie : 
‘oRLEY Parss, Liurtep—Creditors are required, on or before , to send their names 
and ad the of ther debts or claims, to Egerton 


Weavers’ 22, Basinghall st : 
Mortimer & Moons, a (yw Cage AE = are required, on or before A’ 


21, to send their names particulars 
Little, 74, Coleman st, Palmer & Robinson, Charles sq, Hoxton, solors 


liqui 
8c w Co, Lr Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
Many WAT Mihos 'uaames and eddremses, and the partioulars of or claima, to 


15, to send names 
Sydney Peverill Turnbull, 33, St Thomas st, Scarborough 
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Wicxs Rotary Tyres Castrxe Co, Liumtrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 28, 
directed to be heard July 2%. Ayers, Carey st, solor for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-numed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 24 

Wruuas Craven, Limitep—Crediturs are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to ‘Andrew Pattison 
Smith, Parr’s Bank bldgs, York st, Manchester. Jones, Manchester, solor for liquidator 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loartep tn CHANCERY. 

—— Usirep Guarantee Co, Lim1rep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 12, 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Charles Henry Wilson, 5, Park row, Leeds 
Coxprxsep Eao Syxpicate, Liurrep —Credit rs are required, on or before Aug 19, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 

Joseph Laher, 85, Tooley st 

Dorxixe Omnivs Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 28, to send their 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, Ernest Letts Sellick, 


72, High st, Dorking 


and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest James Walker, 5, 





Bray, Joux, Wendron, Cornwall, Farmer Augi12 Tyacke, Helston, Cornwall 

Baiaes, ABRaHAM, Putney Common Aug 8 chford & Co, Walbrook 

Bainckman, Sir Tazopore Henry, Grosvenor st Sept 30 Saltwell & Co, Stone bldgs, 

Lincoln’s ino 

Buckye, WitL1am Vincent Joun, Copnor, Portsmouth July 24 a Portsea 

Cunuspsovcn, Joun, Langwath iby, Cumberland, Yeoman July 25 Arnison & (b, 
eorr 

Coan, Seaeaiem Feancis, St Paul’s churchyard Dec 31 A & H White, Gt Maz. 

vugh st 

Cusitt, E.ten, Rochester Aug7 Bircham & Co, Parliament st, Westminster 

vee Ecerton, Upper Richmond rd, Putney Aug 10 C & E Woodroffe, gt 
ver st 

Dixon, Water, Canterbury, Dealer July 28 Furley & Furley, Canterbury 

ENGLAND, BrrTHa ExizaBets, Ripon, Yorks Aug 7 Ridsd e& Son, Gray’s inn aq 

Fisner, Grace, Barnstaple Aug8 Seldon, Barnstaple 

Francis, Tsaomas Frepericx, gton, Butcher Aug 8 Wright & Co, Leamington 

Geemaine, Rosert Arraur, Roland houses, Brompton rd, KC, MA, and JP Aug 7 

Paice & Uross, Clement’s inn 

— Wittras Cuarrey, Barnet, Herts Aug 4 Williams & Alder, Laurence 

oun! 


Gitpert, GeorGe ULEMENT, Southampton st, Camberwell, Draper Aug 10 Wickes & 











J Buaxer & Co, Tamen - Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their names 
addreases, 


Castle s’, Liverpool. Simpson & C >, solors for liquidator 
Rosrson 


hea.d Aug 1. 


& Co, hag solors for petitioning creditors. 





RINTING Co, Lourep—Petn for winding up, presented July 15, directed to be 

Woolmer, Temple chmbrs, solor for petners. 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o ‘clock in the afternoon of J uly 31 

Wituram Fietcusr & Sons (Botton), L1w1tzp—Petn for winding up, presented July 14, 
directed to be heard at County Court House, Mawdsley st, Bolton, Sept 20, at 10. Slater 

otice of appearing must reach the 

above-named not later than 4 o’clock in the afternoon of Sept 19 


Gover, J ames, Li 
Notice of es must 
Parliament st, 
Jokpan, CHARLES, Thornton H 


LeicurTon, Rev James, Kil 
Luxton, Witu1am, Hather: 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crarm. 


London ‘+asette.—Fripay, July 7, 
1 Oct2 Smith v Sogeuey Solicitor, Swinfen Eady, 


Bewt, Saran Janz, West Hartl 
J_ Treasury Solicitor, Roy 
Dax, Evetys Srantry, Healey on Thames 
Wi ,JJ Hellyar, = pymt 
James, Percy Vixcent, Forest h 
Farwell ell, J Williams, King Whitiarn st 
Raut, Siras Gronor, Carlisle Aug 31 Norrie v Saul, Jo: 
Wruu14Ms, Groscr, Notting hill, Builder Aug 12 Wi 
, Throgmorton ay 


Courts of Justice, 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazrtte.—Fripay, Jaly 7 


Austex, Louisa Ettex, Torquay Oct 24 Ridsdale & Son, Gray’s inn sq 

Baray, James, JP. Cliftonville, Northampton July 22 G&GaWw Rands, Northampton 
Bewxett, Josepu, Padgate, nr Warrington Augi Davies & Co, Warrington 
Witherington rd, Drayton Park Aug 7 


Brapiey, Jemima Lity, 


Bedford row 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Turspay,*July 11. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bexsoy, Hexay Mircue.ty, Sheffield, Medical Practitioner | 
Sheffield Pet June6 Ord July 8 

Bere, Natuay, Caledonian rd, P amas Manager High 
Court Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Braca, Levi, Normanton yy Yorks, Grocer Wake- | 
field Pet June 28 Ord J ~ 4 

Bows, Epwis, Atterclitte, Sheffield, Cycle Agent Sheffield | 
Pet June 20 Ord J uly 8 

Bream, Haxxan Mary, Hitchin, Herts, Boot Repairer 
Laton Pet June 30 Ord July 6 

Dantes, Joux Samvet, Cardiff, Travelling Roundabout 

Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Dawsox, A G, and Hexey Swinxerton, Trentham, Staffs, 

Ironmongers 


Stoke upon Trent Pet June 15 Ord | 


July 8 

Fooxs, Arreur Epwazp, Copthall bldgs, Stockbroker Hi 
Court vet May8 Ord July7 *| 

Goopgrsox, Water Sypyey, Eastcote, nr Pinner, Builder | 
St Albans Pet May 23 Ord July 5 

Hopesox, Epwarp Woops, Lawford 1d, —— Town, 

h Court’ Pet Mays Ord July 
we i squitH, Doncaster York Pet July 8 


Kxztty, wwe Sydney st, Chelsea, Leather Seller High 
Court Pet Jaly 7 Ord July 7 — 
Lampert TrHzw Brows, ‘On dak’s Yor! 
Northallerton Pet Jwy 6 Ord Jul sh 
se” Wares. Ashford. Middlesex, Builier Croydon Pet 
June 10 Ord July 8 
Maziow, Taouss, Selborne, nr Alton, Hants, Butcher 
P agg ered vi & Ord July 6 
‘ower, Groroz, O ter, Edgware rd, + ee 
Actor High Court Pet April 18 Ord July 5 
Bicr, —— Epwarp, Market Harborough, Leicester, 
Leicester Pet July6 Ord July 6 
Sennen, Cuartes Warkix, et Joun Bray, 
Kingston Pet July7 Ord July 7 
Bicnanpson, aa. | —yT Palace yee AM 
Court Pet 
RICK. Wer 


ngham 
mm. i. om, Sail, Bh k 
juito} 
mouth Pet July s Ord’J 7 
canes , Epuusp Anos, 


Codinoe, Derby, Wheelwright 


Pet J sn a... Ord Jul 
Gronoe, “Consbridge, Butcher 
Pet J aly 6° On 6 Ord July 6 


Bet J Jane? Ord July 8 sas ssesemeliieanes 


Sriursos, 


— 4 


Aug 8 Bowra v Dax, Buckley and 
Retired Lieutenant Aug 10 Malkin v Bailey, 


ce, J Lightfoot, Carlisle 
jams v Petty, Warrington, J 


| WIpore, — Sheffield, Tailor 


Mager, Rosert, 


Surru, Jony, Rivington, L 


Wiis, Toomas, Ru 


Wisos, Witiiam, Matlock Bank, 
Woop, 





Arnatt, John st, 


Go.pixe, GEORGE, verietela,” 


Liverpool 
Hauser, Epwarp Joseps, Drayton gdns, South Kensington Aug 4 Bircham & Co, 
Westminster 


Hyves, Mary, Taddington, Derb: 


, Devon Aug4 
‘At 


Mi.sugn, Sarau, Danesmoor, Derb 
ery, Sem Greets Green, ‘West romwich, Boat Builder Aug 1 Shakespeare & O, 


Moses, eco Jane, Carlisle Augi15 Tyson & Hobson, Maryport 
Nicxouts, Luorvs, Hartest, Suffolk Aug3i Salmon & Son, Bury 
Outver, Rev WILLIAM Macsantay, Bo 
Panaigis, Constantine, Naples A 
Pinnicsr, Henry Broome, West 


Wiis, Wii.14m, Ruthin, 


HARLES WILLIAM, Morle 


Wright why = ct, rig bs Broad st 


wer Aug8 North & Co, Liverpool 


Liverpool, Corn Merchant Aug 31 Sampson & Qo, 


way 24 veal, Buxton 
eath, Insurance Broker Aug 31 Hodges & Pyke, Croydon 


Kent, Saran, Pewsey, Wilts Aug 15 Dixon, Pewsey, Wilts 


Vicarage, Hereford Sept 1 Wallis, Hereford 
Burd & Co, Okehampton, Devon 
10 Irvine & Co, Crutched friars, Mark In 
, Ionkeeper July 29 Whitworth, Nottingham 


Rectory, Es: 8 -¥ Bont On Easex 
vinger sex Sept spe 29 mi mgar, 

31 Gush & oo, Finsbury circus 

therton, Chippenham, Wilts Sept 29 Woodé 


Awadry, penham 
~~ Sagan Secsen West Tytherton. Chippenham, Wilts Sept 29 Wood & Awdry, 


Reap, ieee, Chester, Shipowner Aug6é Read & Brown, Liverpool 

Ricuagps, Aucustus Jouy, Thornton Heath, Plumber Augs Brittain, Bedford row 
RicHarps, Sruart Lioyp, Southport,Lanca July31 Bu 
Riptey, IsaBe.LLa, Legbourne, 
Ropests, ALFRED, Clent, nr Stourbri A 
Row tayps, Ann, Rhyl, —_ July 31 Williams & W: 


& Co, Southport 

Louth, Lincs Aug 5 Prideaux & Sons, Goldsmiths’ Hall 

1 Gosnell & Tiernay, Finsbury pymt 
illiams, Rhyl 

ancs, Labourer Aug2l Whitfield, Chorley 


STamPoRD AND WABBINGTON, om, Right Hon CaTaegineE, Countess of Augil2 Wright & Co, 


Weaven, Joszern, Gt Tower st July 31 Gibson, Martin’s ln, Cannon st 
Wetcn, Joun Assatom, Gt Minster st, Winchester 


Boscombe 
Wexpon, Arraue, Gilmore rd, Lewisham Augl0 Withalls & Belton, Bedford row 
Wuirooms, Sipvey, Petworth, Sussex, Builder July 29 Pitfield. Petworth 
Deab bigh, Butcher Aug4 Lloyd & 
aa Printer any ¢ Lloyd & Roberts, Ruthin 
by July 22 


July 31 D'Angibau & Malin, 


Roberts, Ruthin 


‘otter, Matlock 
, Yorks, Farmer Augil0 Clay, Batley 


Woopuovsez, Marion Exvien, M uern, Worcester July 31 Romney, Malvern 

















| Tomiixson, pomes James Pacet, Gunterstone rd, West | Garpner, Freperick Srzruen, High st, Tooting, Boot 
Kenaingto’ High Court Pet April 20 Ord J uly 7 Maker Wandsworth Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
effield Pet June 22 ers’ Mer 


Ord July 8 


Wi.p, Taemas, ee, Egg Merchant Maidstone Pet 


| 





| 
} 
| 
| 
} 
! 


July 6 Ord Jul 

| Wintie, RicHaRp st Gloucester, Fruiterer 7 Potato 
Merchant Gloucester Pet Jul Ord July 

| Wirt, GrorGe, Freperick Joan fe and } 
Bitterne, Southampton, Builders Southampton Pet 
July 8 Ord July 8 

| Woop, Enwix, Hateley Heath, West Bromwich, Carter 
West Bromwich Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Waicat, Wittiam Freperick Senne Dock, Stationer 
Pembroke Dock Pet July7 Ord July 7 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of May 30: 

| Mempery, Sypney, Ti “ts Stafford, Fruiterer Dudley | 

Pet Aprili8 Ord 
speemmnaanon ANNULLED. 


| Gaunt, Frepenick, Farsley, Yorks, _ Bradford 
Adjud April 30, 1994 Annul Jul 


London a gag aie 14, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aungeeen, Harry, ey on Tees Stockton on Tees 
Pet July 10 Ord July 

Anocuer, L, per Buffolk, Farmer Colchester Pet 
June 13 Ord J 

Avutp, Tuomas, Bunt hand, Boot Merchant Sunderland 
Pet June 27 Ord July 11 

BLACKWELL, Wittt1aAmM, Wolverhampton, Baker Wolver- 
hampton Pet July11 Ord July 11 

Brown, Freperick Grorce, Fishponds, Bristol, 
Bristol Pet July 10 Ord July A 

Browns, Jouw Water, Bonham Brixton, Engineer 
HighCourt Pet Febi3 Ord L.. 6 

CapsTack, Josern aay? Bournemouth, Actor Poole 
Pet Jaly 12 Ord Jul 

Cuigsmay, Harry, Rusholme, Manchester Manchester 


Pet June 26 Ord July 10 
, Greengrocer Birken- 


Currg, James, New Ferry, Cheshire 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
Conen, Morzis Hyam, Watling st, Mantle Manufacturer 
High Court Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
Coorg, i Bradford, Commercial Traveller Bradford 
Pet Jul Ord J uly 12 
Freeman, A, Portamouth, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 


Grocer 


_ June 29 < July . 
"RIRDENTHAL, JOSEPH, gston Hull, Wall Pa 
Merchant’ Kingston upon Hull 

yil 


Pet June 23 








GuapsTonk, James, Westdown rd, Catford, Bui 
chant Greenwich Pet June 16 = vob ag ll 

Gairritus, Witi1am, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Monumental 
Mason stourbridge Pet June ay Ord July 11 

Hau, Henry James, ey, Staffs, Tailor Hanley Peé 
July 10 Ord July 10 

Hewypekson, Witi1am, Chepstow, Mon, Licensed Victualler 
Newport, Mon Pet July10 Ord July 10 

Hoskins, Frep Wartuex, Newport, ite Tobacconist 
Newport, Mon Pet June 28 Ord J 

Hunt, Lewis, Berkeley, Glos, Licensed Vietocller Glouces 
ter Pet June 29 Ord July 11 

Jackson, Jonny, Whitworth rd, South Bewel, Teacher 
High Court Pet July10 Ord July 10 


Jerrs, Epwin, Mexborough, nr Rotherham, Y: 
Saly ance Superintendent Sheffield Pet July ll 
uly 11 


Kine a Sutherland «  Sphaes, Horse Dealer 
High Court Pet June 16" Ord July 12 
Kina, Marruias Farmes, Basinghall st High Court Pe 
Feb 27 Ord July 12 
Livockx, W J E, Gt Russell mans, Gt Russell st, Connaliit 
Agent High Court PetJune15 Ord July 12 
MoCout.ock, Jonny, Connaught st, aoe rd, Decorator 
High Court Pet July 7 Ord. July 
Marner, WILLIAM Aanon. Holmexticid, Derby, Farmer 
esterfield Pet July10 Ord July 10 
ase, Tom, Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet July11 Ord 
yl 
Prriow, ig tas ane, Blackpool Warrington Pet June 
24 
PLassar, ae he A Balfour mows, Finsbury pymt High 
Pet May 31 Ord July 12 
Porter, Cuartes Epwarp, Canal Bridge, Cambridge 
eath, Hackney, Saw Mills Proprietor High Court 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
Pyz, og Small et, se Baker Bit 
mingham Pet June 
Reapine, Wituiam Freperick, High ds, Bieattent, Cooper 
High Court Pet July 10 Ora 
Rezve, Cuares A, Stroud Green rd, ite High Court 
uly6 Ord July 12 
Ricnagpson, Ricnarp Hocen, Manchester, Calico Printer 
Manchester Pet June 27 ‘Ord July 10 
am Grirrita, Carnarvon, Hotel "proprictor Bangor 
et June 26 Ord July 11 
ee, Cuartes Grorcr, Guildford st, Engineer High 
Court Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Scousrig.p, Ricuarp, Landore, Swansea, Grocer Swanseé 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Simpson, Francis Epwanrp, ee ‘ Yorks, Grocer 
Scarborough Pet July 11 Ord 











ne bldgs, 


e8, 
ion & Co, 


Gt Marl. 
drefe, Gt 


inn sq 
r= 

Laurence 
Wickes & 


m & Co, 
m & Co, 


*, Croydon 
n 


am 
ire & Co, 


yar, Eesex 

Wood & 
& Awdry, 
i row 


iths’ Hall 


yvmt 
tht & Co, 


; Malim, 


row 


ng, Boot 
10 


omission 
ecorator 
Farmer 
11 Ord 
et June 
nt High 
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h Court 
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gums, Cartes, Derby, Smallware Dealer Derby Pet 
- July 10 Ord July 10 

mas, WILLIAM ar mages x, Norwich, Grocer Norwich 

Pet June 22 Ord J 

@rvinsoy, THOMAS, Fedicna Bristol, Insurance Agent 
Bristol Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

opp, Witt1aMm Surtees, Durham, Naval Architect New- 
castle on Tyne Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

TRNER, meee, Newcastle on Tyne, Picture Frame Maker 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 23 Ord July 10 


Yorrxt, CHARLES uae, Truro, Stationer Truro Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 


Wusdx, Miuton Boss, Newcastle on Tyne, J ne Builder 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 11 rd July 11 

Wooororre, Wiit1u1am Puiu, Wellimgborou; Hair- 
dresser Northampton Pet July 10 Ora J y 10 

Wrspnam, Epwarp, Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet May 23 
Ord July 10 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 11: 


Jaccrr, Atpert AsquitH, Doncaster York Pet July 8 
Ord July 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Brecu, Levi, Castleford, rats, Grocer July Mat 11 Off 
Ree, 6, Bond ter, Wakefiel 

Brows, JonN WALTER, ~* rd, Brixton, Engineer 
July 24at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Garey st 

Browsine, Hue C, , France July 27at3 Off Rec, 
4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


Cave, Sir Myities Cave Browse, New Brighton, Cheshire 
uly 28at1 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liv 1 

Conzn, Morris Hyam, Watlin; st, Mantle Manufacturer 
July 25 at12 Bankruptcy ldga, Carey st 


Dawson, A G, and Henry Swinnerton, Trentham, Staffs, 
Ironmongers July 24 at 12 Off Rec, King st, New- 
castle, Staff 

v— hsananeen, Pangbourne, Schoolmaster July 26 

at8 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Keres, AnTuur, Stockton on Tees, — Aug 2 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbro 

Ersrein, ASHER, Cardiff, Tailo2 cae at3 117, 8tMary 
st, Cardiff 


Feeeman, Wi1u14m, Portsmouth, Grocer July Mat3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmou' 
GotpserG, Istpor, Leeds, Cigar Traveller July 24 at 11.20 
Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Gairritus, Huon, Seacombe, Chester, Builder July 28 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Hayy arorp, Hersert, Modbury, Devon, Rabbit Dealer 
July 27 at 11 6, Athensoum ter, Plymouth 
Harwoop, Wituram Henry, Seacombe, Chester, Joiner 
July 28 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Herainc, Henry Davin, Bro’ hton, Manchester, Calico 
Printer July 22at 11 Off , Byrom st, Manchester 
Host, Lewis, Berkeley, Glos, Licensed Victualler July 24 
at3 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Jagaer, — AsQuITH, Doncaster July 24 at 3 Off 
, The Red on ee Duncombe pl, York 
Mipwoop, Tom, oe Fruiterer July 24at11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, 
Moorz, Grorce, Weenbem, Denbigh, Builder July 22 at 
12 The Priory, Wrexham 
Oram, Hensert, Acton, Fishmonger July 24at12 Off 
Rec, 14, Bedford row 
Porren, —_ Epwarp Grorce, Cambridge Heath, 
Saw Mills Proprietor July 26at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Reapinc, WILLIAM FaeDeaicn, & — Cooper July 26 
atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 
Ruexer, Enxest, Neasham, Darliogton, Hind Aug2at 3 
"ng Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
z, Witt1aM Epwarp, Market Harborough, Leicester, 
ng OS July 24 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
ADs, Montacur Linton, Newark, ’ Notts, ublican July 
Bat12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Rovs, Freperick, Westieton, Suffolk, Shopkeeper A 
at _ 15 Mr Lovewell "Blake, South Quay, Gt at Ya 
mou! 
pan, ae mae Groree, Guilford st, Engineer July 24 
cf bldgs, Carey st 
— — ILL1AM, Kingsbridge, Devon, Baker 
July 24.at 11 6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 
me A Vavuauan, Harpenden, 4 Indiarubber 
piapper Manufacturer July 24at3 Off Rec, 14, Bed- 


Viscenr, Cuaries Roseat, Truro, Stationer July 25 at 12 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Wattace, Percy, Kalomo, North West Rhodesia, | roo 
Africa July 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Wutay, Gzorcz ArTuur, Woburn Sands, Bucks 7 Saly 27 
at 10.30 Court house, Luton 

80x, Mitton Boss, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder July 

22at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Wusox, Tuomas, and Ricuarp Wi.sox, Chellaston, Derby, 
Farmers July 26 at8 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derb: 

Wort, Ricaarp Henry, Gloucester, Fruiterer July 22 
at3’ Of Rec, Statiun rd, Gloucester 

Woopnousr, Craka, Scarsdale villas, Kensington July 27 
atll Bankru bldgs, Carey at 

Wrvitt, Freperiox Raner, Compton ter, Highbury July 
%atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
are Harry, Stockton on Tees Stockton on Tees 
Pet ta, Fd Ord July 10 
TkINsoN, Heneert, Gt Horton, Bradford, Fried Fish 
o— ler Bradford Pet July 4 Ord July 10 
RAM, Ennest VERNON t Windmill st, Company 
Bug viector High Court Pet Aprilé Ord July 10 
OKWELL, Wittiam, Wolverhampton, Baker Wolver- 
Bop ntmpton Pet July 11 Ord July 11 \ 
Wiey, WILLIAM aa Hatton garden, 


urer 8 h Co Pi 
July 11 urt Pet June 17 





Beceem, O Cuantes Evwarp, Shakespeare rd, Herne Hill, 
High Court et Ma 19 Ord July 10 
Browy, we, Feapenick “10 Ord 5a , Bristol, 
Bristol —— 
‘Woodf en. Builder High 
at aly 3 Ord Suy 1 10 
Bryce, Eowan Cadogan Sloane st, Milliner High 
Court Pet May 13 Ord July 10 
CapsTAck, Sanen os Bournemouth, Actor Poole 
Pet July 11 Ord July 1 
Coen. Harry Rusholme, Manchester Manchester 
Cuirre, James, New Ferry. re, Greengrocer Birken- 
head Pet July 11 ee a ate | i 
Coorrr, James, Bradford, Commercial Traveller Bradford 
Pet July12 Ord July 12 
ewe, Asueg, Cardiff, Tailor Cardiff Pet June 19 Ord 
July 6 


Brvss, ey 
Court 


FRIEDENTHAL, JOSEPH, 


Kingston w Hull, General 
raper upon Hull Pet June 23 Ord July 12 
Gairriras, Hue, Seacombe, Cheshire, Builder Birken- 
head Pet June 6 Ord July 12 
Hatt, Hexry James, Hanley, Staffs, Tailor Hanley Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 
Henpersoy, WILLIAM, eerie 10" On m, Licensed Victualler 
N Mon. Pet July 10’ Ord July 10 ; 
Hosxiss, Frep WarTHEN, ” Newport Mon, Tobacconist 
Newport, Mon ohio | et July 12 
Victualler 


Hoyt, mwis, Ber! 
Gloucester “fab Tunes Pe be Faty 1 TT 
Engineer 


Inzia, Autrc Gav. Tottenham, 
Guildford Pet May 11 Ord July 4 

Jerrs, Epwix, Mexborough, nmr Rotherham, Yorks, 
ja Superintendent Sheffield Pet July 11 Ord 

11 

Joxzs, Husgrt Srantey Howarp, Lambo .—~ 

mee Surgeon Newbury Pet May 31 
y 


Marner, Witiiam Aanroy, Holmesfield, 
Chestertield Pet Jul: 10 Ora July 10 


Derby, Farmer 
Micuet, a 8, Entertainment 
Director Bath Pet —— 


10 Ord ~ 1 
wae Tox, Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet Julyil Ord 
Walthamstow, 


yi 
Pearce, Ricnarp Scorg, Coal Merchant 
Court Pet June3 Ord July 10 
—— Cums Epwarp » owe ait a Bridge, Cam- 
Cout. Pet July il ord July 1 1 
Reapine, Wi11u1aM Freperick, inh, Cooper High 
Court Pet July 10 Ord July 1 
RicHarpsoy, JasPER Myers Harvey’ s bidgs, Strand High 
Coart Pet May 25 Ord July 11 
— <— CuaRLes GEORGE, Guiltora st, Engineer High 
Court Pet July 10 Ord Jul 
Scovurrigtp, Ricnarp, Landore, Sis Grocer Swansea 
July 10 Ord July 10 
Yorks, Grocer 


Simpson, Francis Epwarp, Bridlington, 
borough Pet J Taly 1 11 Ord July 11 
Smallware Dealer Derby Pet 


Scar 
ome, Cuaries, Derby, 
July 10 Ord July 10 
eee gH Bramley, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet July 5 


Tompson, 5 +50 Joun, Church Stretton, Salop, Painter 
Shrewsbury Pet June 26 Ord July ul 

Vixcent, CHaRLEs og Truro, Stationer Truro Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 

Wepemeen.! en Clapton, Baker High 


June5 Ord Jal . 
Ded daly’ 10 


Wooprorrs, Wiis ster Welling 
ghtosser Northampton Pet July 10 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 13, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Ayre, Gzornce Txaomas, Townend, Broad 
Butcher Exeter 


> ed Devon, 
“ 7 Pet July 3 Ord July 14 i 
ROXFOoRD, Septimus, Accrington, Manservant urnley 
Pes July 15 Ord ‘July 15 


Davirs, Joun, Aberystwyth, Butcher Aberystwyth Pet 
July 15 Ord July 15 

Faryuam, Ropert, Treforest, am. wed Guard Ponty- 
pridd Pet July 14 Ord July 

Freeman, Cuartes Epwarp, ‘rome, Somerset, Tailor 
Frome Pet ig rete 4 J 

Gaape, Aveustus WILLIAM, ¢ ry Hotel Keeper 
Cheltenham Pet July 14 Ord July 

Ganges. James Ropert, Liandriilo 4 Rhos, Denbigh 

Pet July 15 Ord yh 15 
ours, dng jag 


yas. bi Berks, Racehorse 
wbury ob Jen ——., 13 July 13 
Suna Maen Malvern, Worcester, 
= any Worcester Pet July fly 44 “0.4 July 3 14 
EWsOR, rnomae ee re Foreman Bricklayer 
Kingston Pet July 18 Ord July 13 
Isaacs, ABRAHAM ta, Geneetta, Hounsditch, Was Ecantatener 
h Court Pet June 29 Ord Jul ly le 
Isaacs, Jupan, Gravel In, Hounsditch, Manufacturer 
h Court Pet June 29 Ord July 14 
y, Baker Barnsley Pet July 13 
Jounson, Jony, Birmingham, Milk Salesman Birmingham 
Pet July 18 Ord July 13 
Kirwoop, Grorecr W11.1am Sy sgmamnann, Geele, Saddler 
Wakefield PetJuly14 Ord July 14 
rd, _e Sales- 


Lyons, -.-% Sandringham Dalston, 
man h Court Pec June 29 Ord July 
roker Rechtale Pet 
Commission 


MacIntyre, Ropert, Rochdale, B: 
ae, Farmer 


we. JoserH, 
J uly 13 


July3 Ord July 15 
— ae Gorpoy, Creigiau, 


4} 
Cardiff Pet July 14 Ora Jul 


gen 
Mircugitt, Epwin CHaRees. Tiogan, 
Truro’ Pet July 15 Ord J 





Mutiagky, Danizt James, Horton. 
Jeweller Bradford Pet July 13 Ord July 18 


Myarr, Witttam, Satton Gatand, Warwick, Traveller 
Birmingham Pet age Ord July 13 


Nicutincate, Bertagp, New Cleethorpes, Builder Gt 
Grimsby Pet July 14 M5ca Sete 14 


ess = Pah my aaa Lithographer Leeds Pet 

Pouias Tuomas Victor, Harregate, Plumber York Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 

Suemman, Bagwett, Black rAd duly igetnget, Builder 

Court Pet June 21 

Srocker, os eee Gt Seughne Hunts, Butcher 
Bedford Pet July15 Ord July 15 

Tearr, Jonn Wester, pate, Postmaster Dewsbury 
Pet July13 Ord July 13 


VERnon ee Cleethorpes, Bricklayer Gt Grimsby 
Pet July 14. Ord July 14 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aynx, ey Tuomas, Broadclyst, Devon, Butcher July 
27 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, circus, Exeter 
Barrett, Atrrep, Smethwick, Staffs,Grocer July 31 at 11 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
nown, Freperick Georee, Fishponds, Bristol, Grocer 
July 26 at 11.30 Om Tents, Baldwin’ ot Brist®l 
ae” a Bradford, Commercial Traveller July 26 
Off Rec, 29, rl st, Bradford 
en Joux SamvEL, + Seeeeeet Proprietor 
July 26 at3 117, 8t yr st, Cardiff 
Knowle, W Warwick, Baker July 26 at 11 
191, st, 
Dopsox, Jony Ricuarp Becxrrt, Darnall, Sheffield July 
2 ati2 Off igtree In, Sheffield 















Deg.ey, Tx 
’ , 


Farnaam, Roser, Treforest, Glam, Railway Guard July 
27 at 12 196, High a, Merthyr ‘Tyal 
iswick, Scientific — sree 


Fourox, Orro, 
ist ’ July enn Off Rec, 14, Bedford ro 


Garpner, WILLIAM Eversuep, and Joun » el Mill- 
bank st, Westminster, Wharfingers July 28 at 12 


Carey st 
Grover, Wittam Jou, Blackfriars rd, Cooper July 27 at 
30 Bankruptcy 


2 

Gricr, Tuomas, Li Auctuoneer July 27 at 10.30 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Gricssy, Caaaies BE, Whitefriars st July 28 at 2.30 Bank- 


ruptcy ee st 
Hayuines, Wii114M, Barnard’s Green, a, -——~ 
Bm 
Huu, ry High Wycombe, Tevelen July 
26 at Bec, 1, St aldate’s, 
Isleworth, 


July 7 at 11.30 
Oxford 
Hopes, , Builder’ July 2 at3 Off Rec, 
14, Bedford 


Mutuiarky, 
Jeweller July Wat3 Off Kec, 


, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Prassan, Hippotyts, Balfour 


~ pymt July 
Harrogate, Plumber ws 28 at 
2.30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl. 
Rerve, Cuaaizs A, = rd, Hosier Saly f ek 
ARLES Warne, and Witt Jomw Bray, 
, Grocers July 26 at 11.30 24, Rail- 
RicHargpsoy, 


Calico Printer 
July 27 at 3 “Oa Ree, Byron. 
RossiTsr, 


Ricuagps, 


Rosert George, Bruton, Somerset, Boot Dealer 

July 27 at 290 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 
commer yee, Noten Sreencc= 2 
—s. Ts SSiack Lion ape 
Simpson, Francis Epwaap, ,» Yorks, Grocer 
my i hh Smaliware Dealer July 26 at 2.30 


Surra, Caaries, Derby, 
O8 Res, 6, eal. Decks Plumber July 27 at 19 
ag ey July 26 at 3 
Norwich 


Suitn, SyDxey, 
Off 4, Castle 
ILLIAM 
King 


chm! 

Sa 
July 27 at 11.80 Off Rec, King st, i 8 ow 

Wiuiams, AuFrep Cuaaves, Broadway Tiford, 
i Specialist July 33 a a iM, 

Wi. Rosrat Anprew, Ne Mon July 26 at 
ee High st, 


, Epwix, Hateiey Heath, West Bromwich, Carter 
ete 26 at'12 181, Corporation st, 


wes July 26 YX... Bumingham 
Gresser’ Jaly 26 at 26 at is "Of Rec, ‘oidee st, ehengien 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Electrical 
ALaaR, Cum Denning eT Oa) iy 3 
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Ayre, Gzorce Tuomas, Townend, Broadclyst, Devon, 
Butcher Exeter Pet July 3 Ord —_ 14 

ac Samvet Sars, — Oil Merchant 

001 Pet June 30 Ord July 13 

Guinn, orgis Hyam, Watling st, — Manufacturer 
High Court PetJuly1i Ord "July 13 

ConnaBEER, SAMUEL, fa 7 yam Farmer Leo- 
minster Pet June17 Ord J 

Croxrorp, Seprimus, iY atagione , eee Burnley 
Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Davies, Jonn. Aberystwyth, Butcher Aberystwyth Pet 
July 15 Ord Juty 15 

Davigs, Joun Cuarves. Hadnall, 9 aaa Farmer Shrews- 
bury PetJuly1 Ord July 15 

Deeceyr, Tuomas, Knowle, * retpangm Baker Birmingham 
Pet June6 Ord July 13 

Dopsox. Jouw RicHarp ag og Darnall, Shetfield 
Sheffield Pet June 20 Ord July 

Farnuax, Ropert, Treforest, hg | Guard Ponty- 
pridd Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Freeman, Coantes Epwarp, Frome, Tailor Frome Pet 
July 5 Ord July 15 

Faremay, Wiii14M, Portsmouth, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
Jane 29 Ord July 14 

Gaape, Aveustus Wiiutam, Cheltenham, Hotel Keeper 
Cheltenham Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Govu.p, Hersert Epwarp, Pilton, Somerset, Butcher Wells 
Pet July1 Ord July 13 

Gricr, Tuomas, Liverpool, Auctioneer Liverpool Pet 
June9 Ord July 15 

Gairritas, Wit.1am. Brierley Hill, Staffs, a jean 
Mason Stourbridge Pet June 23 Ord Jul: 

Hammersox, Epwarp NatsHanieL, Pembury = fi Hackney 
pm, Tobacconist High Court Pet May 25 Ord 

uly 13 

Hay.uixes, Wrt114m, Barnard’s Green, Malvern, tata aan 
Grocer Worcester Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Hewson, Taomas, Kingston upon Hull, Bricklayer Kings- 
ton upon Hull Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Hick-ox, Epwaap, ll Heath, en Dairyman 


Birmingham "Pet July 4 Ord July 

Hopes, Feayx, Isleworth, Builder Beentford Pet June 8 
Ord. June 11 

Host, Josgrn, Old Trafford, Lancs, Surveyor Salford Pet 
Jaly 8 Ord July 14 

Isueewoop, James Hastam, Ansdell, nr Lytham, Lancs, 
Wood Agent Preston Pet June 6 Ord. July 13 

Jackson, Josepn, Barnsley, Baker Barnsley Pet July 13 
Ord July 13 

Jouxsox, Joux, Birmingham, Milk Salesman Birmingham 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Keys, Tasker Spencer, High rd, Tottenham Portsmouth 
Pet June 20 Ord July 14 

Kitwoop, Greorce Wittiam WATERHOUSE, a Yorks, 
satdier Wakefield Pet July 14 Ord Jul 

Kuescx, Joun Matruew, Union ct, Old Broads A —— 
eer High Court Pet April 5 ‘Ord July 14 

Mais, Toomas Gorpos, Creigiau, nr Cardiff, Commission 

t Cardiff Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Mircugett, Epwm Csas.es, a Cornwall, Farmer 
fruro Pet July 15 Ord July 

Mctiaexy, Dasie. James, 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Myatt, Wituiam, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Traveller 
Birmingham Pet July 13 Ord July 14 

Nicutiseate, Bertagrp, New — Builder Gt 
Grimsby Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

at _ Hesry, Blackpool Warrington Pet June 24 


July 15 
Pickessem.t, Witiiam, Leeds, Lithographer Leeds Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 
Putias, Taomas Victor, Harrogate, Plumber York Pet 
- June 14 Ord June 14 on 
ye, HKicnarp, Birmiogham, er Birmingham Pet 
June 2% Ord July 15 pores 
wae Jous, Hereford, Baker Hereford Pet June 6 
y14 


Srevixsos, "Tnomas, Redland, a Insurance Agent 
Bristol Pet July 12 Ord July 

Srzewart, Rovert, Hatfield Woodhouse, Yorks, Builder 
Sheffield Pet June16 Ord July 15 

Stocker, Gzorce Epwanp, Gt Sten, Hunts, Butcher 
Bedford Pet July 15 Ord July 

Tariorz, Witraerp, Westgate Hiil, ‘Bradford, Clerk 
bury PetJune20 Ord July 1 

Tuzosatps, Witiiam, Budge - bg Architect High Court 
Pet June7 Ord July 15 

Tuoxmassos, Wiiitam, Preesall, Lancs, Licensed Victualler 
Preston Pet June 19 Ord "July 13 

es Tuomas Matuew, Priory rd, Hornsey High Court 

‘at May2% Ord July 15 


Dews- 





Bradford, Jeweller Bradford | 


Vervoy, Groner, Cleethorpes, Bricklayer Gt Grimsby 
Pet ak Ord July 14 


a A, Newport,Mon Tredegar Pet June 26 
pate aa substituted for that published in the 


ion Gazette of June 20: 


Lake, Smon Heay, South Wimbledon Kingston 
June9 Ord June 9 


Pet 





Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: SoLicirors’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 523s., 
post-free. SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s.4d. WEEKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Country or 
rage, 3 28s. 


Ts LONDON and WESTMINSTER 
Office ae Be ge te a ee eee, Ltd.) (Est. 
W.C., mdon-wall, E, 
5 fasltare Bae 
licies, &c., —— eg a ar ae INTEREST: 
10 One Year, 4 4 Monthly £019 3 
£20 8 6 £1 


£30 9 
£50 
£100 


sums in 


ai Sontion. ‘Moderate ‘rates for bills of 
Agents.) 


on application to Secretary. (No 





MUTUAL LOAN FUND ASSOCIATION, 
LIMITED. 
For the CONVENIENCE of their CITY CLIENTS the 


Directors have opened a BRANCH at 23, BUCKLES. 
BURY, MANSION HOUSE. 





THE LONDON SCHOOL ¢ OF > LAW. 


UITION for BAR, SOLICITORS’, UNI- 
VERSITY, and other LAW EXAMINATIONS, 
ORALLY (class or individual) or by CORRESPONDENCE. 

For iculars of Classes and further information apply 
to the at nls Old Serjeante’-inn, W.C. 

IMPOR ‘0 LAW CLERKS, —Aitention is called 
to the New n= hy ‘a the rtification, and 
Instruction of Unarticled Law Clerks. . giving 
full particulars, can be obtained on application to the Secre- 


as? 

N.B.—The School now provides Tuition for the Matricula- 
tion, Bar, Solicitors’ and University Preliminary Examina- 
tions. 


R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 

INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS ; payment by result. 

—Particulars on application, personally or by letter, at 93, 
Chancery e, 








AW. —Conveyancing or General Clerkship 
uired; many years’ experience in London offices. 
—Address W., 67 , Crayford-road, Holloway, N. 





f[.O SOLICITORS Desirous of Commencing 
Practice.—An elderly London Solicitor Offers Share 
of Office, rent free, in Exchange for Assistance; good 





LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS 
For Vacancies for, or introductions to the above, apply to 


J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
The old-established PARTNERSHIP AGENT, 
LAW COSTS DRAFTSMAN, & ACCOUNTANT, 
61 & 62, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


N.B.—Vacancies for Articled Clerks. Good Mortgage 
Securities Wanted. 





DVOWSON Wanted to Buy. Large 
house and grounds; within two hours of London; 
good Churchman. Casew 6., The Rookery, Marlow, Bucks, 


LA DETECTIVE, educated, experienced, 
Undertakes Private and Confidential Inquiries; Divoree, 
Commercial, &c.; strict integrity ; moderate fees ; ‘male 
female assistants.—Miss Easton, 241, Shaftesbury-avenue, 
(two doors from) New Oxford-street. 


NO SOLICITORS.—Five Hundred Pounds 
Water and Gas Parliamentary Company’s First Mort 
gage Debentures for Sale, to close an estate; interest 
punctually paid half-yearly ; exceptionally sound 
moderate law costs paid; paying ft r cent.; could 
psa ere a ly, TrusrexEs, care of i, and Gas Ex. 
change, 55, Viclscin-ctoect, Westminster, 8 











references uired ; an arrangement for eventual suc 
might be made. —ALPHA, care of - Woodcock, 304, High 
Holborn, W.C. 


O PARENTS and GUARDIANS. — 
London Motor Engineers (Limited Company), with 
modern works, manufacturing cars, cabs, *buses, and com- 
mercial vehicles, Desire to meet’ Gentleman to Invest 
£1,500 to £5,000; occupation, if willing to learn, and seat 





| on board; would issue £5,000 in debentures.—Gooprickz 





| £32,000 


| Apply, MurzTGaGe Dezrartuest, Lumle 


lJ 


& Cormax, Chartered Accountants, Moorgate Station 
Chambers. 


AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 


Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 
Deeds Round Hand 
Deeds Abstracted 
Full Copies 
PAPER.—F ‘oolscap, 1d. “per ‘sheet ; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 


} OOMS at MAIDENHEAD.—Lady, bright 

and musical, Desires few Boarders to share comfort- 
able home, facing River, between Boulter’s Lock and 
Maidenhead Bridge. ge. - Apply Miss Bagper, Villanette, 
Riverside, Maidenhead. 





8 per sheet. 

8 per 20 folios. 
: per folio. 
ag 


per fo! 
Draft, ui. ditto ; 


me 


2 








to be Lent out on Mortgage ; 
Flats or Weeklies not entertained.— 
8 S Caen, 8t. 
amecs’s House, 22, 8t. Jamen’s-street, 5. 





ASKELYNE’S NEW HOME OF 
MYSTERY, 8t. ace 8 Hall, adjoining the Queen's 
Hall.THE COMING RACE, founded upon Lord Lytton’s 
weird novel, beautiful and startling magical effects. Every 
em , at 3.20 Matinees, Wednesdays and Saturdays, at 
yg ete at, 8 and 2.30 by a brilliant display of ye 
+ Photographs. 


OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (except — 
from 9 4.m. until sunset. Admission 1s., Monda: > 
Children always 6d. Ladies or gentlemen may be elected 
Fellows of the Society. Entrance fee £5. Annual sub- 
scription £3, or composition fee £35.—For particulars apply 
e SecRETARY, 3, Hanover-square, W. 


EARL’S COURT. 


AVAL, SHIPPING, FISHERIES 
EXHIBITION, 


‘oon to 11 | mente 
Battleships Tor do-Boats, Subenesines. 
Naval Armaments 
g, and Fishery Exhibits. 
neLsows sd "CENTENARY RELICS. 


PORTRAUTS OF GREAT COMM 
si sy ML range 


Hatch 
wa EXHIBITS 


SCOTCH and YORKSHIRE FISHER LASSES. 
Model of the Victory. 
Divers at Work. 
Baod of H.M. ROYAL MARINES. 
EXHIBITION NAVAL BAND. 
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ey 6 





C CDRABAT EVALUAT (IONS) 


a _ 





are respectfully requested to kindly R 
mend eur Firm te 
requiring Valuations. 


The Members of the LEGAL nag eel 


Exeoutors and ane 


SPINK é 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, We an and 17 & 18, po 
LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 
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